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 College athletics play a significant role in the landscape of higher education, especially 
with regard to those colleges and universities participating in the highest level of competition. 
The costs associated with participation at this level are also significant and the majority of these 
athletics programs depend on institutional financial support, or subsidy, to keep their athletics 
programs afloat. In recent years, a number of these colleges and universities have decided to shift 
athletics conferences with the hopes of both generating more revenue and increasing the status of 
their respective institutions.  
 
By using a quantitative research design, I evaluated total athletics expenses, total 
institutional subsidy and the ratio of athletics expenses covered by subsidy per student-athlete at 
each of the public colleges and universities that participated in NCAA Division I football 
between 2005 and 2015. I then evaluated and compared each of these variables by athletics 
conference, by Power 6 institutions as a whole and non-Power 6 institutions as a whole and as 
conference shifters as a whole and non-conference shifters as a whole. The results of my research 
suggested that there were differences in all three variables across various athletics conferences 
and with varying degrees. Power 6 institutions had higher expenses, smaller needed subsidy 
amounts and smaller percent subsidy values per student-athlete than their counterparts. Finally, 
the institutions that shifted athletics conferences had lower expenses, but higher subsidy and 
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College athletics play a significant role within the landscape of American higher 
education, for better and for worse. However, not all colleges and universities participate at the 
same level of intercollegiate competition (Student Caffe, n.d.) and the vast majority of National 
Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) Division 1 (DI) colleges and universities run a fiscal 
deficit brought on by their athletics programs (Berkowitz et al., 2013). Various athletics 
associations exist to organize and monitor athletics competition between the institutions which 
sponsor varsity sports instead of offering only intramural sports and/or club sports. Those 
associations are the NCAA, the National Association of Intercollegiate Athletics, the National 
Christian Collegiate Athletic Association, the United States Collegiate Athletic Association and 
the National Junior College Athletic Association. The NCAA is the largest of the five with 1,117 
member schools and more than 460,000 student-athletes (NCAA, n.d.c), Within the NCAA, 
there are three separate divisions; DI, II, and III with various athletics conferences in each 
division (NCAA, n.d.b).  
 
The most familiar division is DI due to the amount of public exposure its institutions 
receive in terms of televised athletics competitions. If one purposefully, or accidentally, tunes 
into a televised college athletics event, the individual will most likely witness two DI schools 
competing. Some of the more common postseason collegiate championships and tournaments are 
the Football Bowl Subdivision (FBS) bowl games, the College Football Playoff (CFP) (NCAA, 
2018), the men’s and women’s basketball March Madness tournaments, the Frozen Four hockey 
tournament and the baseball and softball College World Series (NCAA, n.d.a).  
 
The issue at hand that I sought to address in this dissertation is that university spending 
on college athletics is too high and constantly increasing (Orszag & Israel, 2009). Despite these 
increases in athletics expenses, revenue generated by college and university athletics departments 
is not keeping up with these increases in expenses (Burnsed, 2015). As a result, colleges and 
universities have to offset these athletics deficits by increasing the amount of institutional 
subsidy (Brady et al., 2016). This institutional subsidy comes in the form of student fees, state 
taxes and/or through the university’s operating expenses (Berkowitz et al., 2013) which 
ultimately take funds away from other departments on campus. In recent years, there has been an 
extensive overhaul in DI FBS athletics conferences (DeCourcy, 2016), where many universities 
have shifted athletics conferences and entire athletics conferences have disbanded (Roberson, 
2014). Though many individuals may not concern themselves with athletics conference 
affiliation, institutions seeking membership into new athletics conferences may be forced to 
increase their athletics expenditures in order to be invited to join a different conference (New, 
2016).  
 
Through existing research and literature, this dissertation will explain the various costs 
associated with athletics-related expenses and the institutional subsidy used to offset these 
expenses; annual trends in athletics expenses and institutional subsidy; how expenses in one 
school are affected by the expenses at other schools in the same conference; how a school’s total 
operational expenses relate to their total athletics expenses; the financial effects from shifting 
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athletics conferences; why administrators chose to shift athletics conferences in the past and 
faculty perceptions on involvement with the governance of their institution’s athletics programs. 
The research I conducted added to previous literature regarding college athletics by having 
examined and compared recent trends in athletics expenses and institutional subsidy at the 
individual conference level, across entire sets of conferences and within both institutions that 
shifted athletics conferences and institutions that did not shift athletics conferences. University 
and conference administrators are key stakeholders within college athletics and specific 
recommendations of practice were provided to these individuals in the recommendations for 
practice section of this dissertation. Another key addition to the literature was my creation and 
evaluation of a new variable, percent subsidy, which was the ratio of athletics expenses covered 
by institutional subsidy. Information provided by existing research and literature not only aided 
in the explanation of this topic’s importance, but it also helped make sense of the athletics-
related expenses and institutional subsidy figures referred to in the findings of this study.  
 
Due to the national recognition and popularity of schools competing to participate in the 
above postseason tournaments and bowl games, there are greater opportunities for financial 
rewards for DI eligible schools (NCAA, 2017a; NCAA, 2017b; NCAA, 2017c), both directly 
and indirectly. Direct financial rewards come from institutional, conference and NCAA 
television and other media contracts (USA Today, 2016). There are other sources of revenue 
available as well, such as various sponsorship deals (Eder, 2014), ticket and merchandise sales 
(Hobson, 2015) and payouts from postseason competition (Dosh, 2017). Indirect rewards may 
come from an increase in the number of student applications (Glatter, 2017), increases in SAT 
scores of applicants (Silverthorne, 2013), increases in student enrollment, particularly from out-
of-state students and increases in revenue generated from fundraising efforts which follow 
successful athletics seasons (Van Riper, 2013).   
 
Intercollegiate athletics, particularly due to the revenue generating sports of men’s 
basketball and football, can contribute over $100 million in annual revenue for schools 
participating in the NCAA’s DI FBS (USA Today, 2016). During the 2015-2016 academic year, 
at least 28 colleges and universities from this particular division each generated over $100 
million in athletics-related revenue (USA Today, 2016). These high levels of athletics-related 
revenues do come at a cost, however. In the 2015-2016 academic year, 31 institutions with 
available financial data spent over $100 million on athletics and, once again, all of these schools 
participated in the NCAA DI FBS (USA Today, 2016). These expenses include the costs of 
athletics scholarships, coaches’ salaries, team travel, athletics facilities, recruiting and a myriad 
of other expenses (USA Today Sports, 2017). Of these 31 schools that spent more than $100 
million in 2015-2016, at least six used some form of subsidy to offset the costs of athletics (USA 
Today, 2016).  
 
The combination of rising costs of attending college (Simon, 2017), increasing numbers 
of students attending colleges and universities (NCES, 2017), decreasing state and federal 
support (Mitchell, 2017) and increasing levels of student debt (Mitchell, 2015), results in 
colleges and universities facing increased scrutiny regarding their spending (Marcus, 2016). 
Those being affected by this large amount of spending on college athletics range from the 
school’s students (Brady, 2015), faculty and staff (Kiley, 2013), taxpayers (Peale, 2013) and 
even the economy via increased student loan debt (Mitchell, 2015). In many cases, students foot 
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the bill for athletics by means of increased student fees (Brady, 2015), while faculty and staff can 
be affected by budget cuts because of schools having to subsidize the costs of athletics (Kiley, 
2013). The students, faculty and staff of these universities are three additional key stakeholders 
within the landscape of college athletics and were discussed in greater detail in the 
recommendations for practice section of this dissertation.  
 
The increasing costs of attending college have far-reaching effects on students in terms of 
loans and the abilities of students and their families to repay those loans. Since both college 
athletics expenses and overall university expenses have increased on average at both four-year 
private and public universities (AAUP, 2014), the cost of attending college has increased 
(Simon, 2017) and state and federal financial support has decreased (Mitchell, 2017), it is 
important to understand the increasing financial burden on students through increasing levels of 
student loans. As of July 2015, 6.9 million Americans with student loans had failed to make a 
student loan repayment within the past 360 days and $1.19 trillion in student debt was 
outstanding (Mitchell, 2015). Defaulting on student loans also results in lower personal credit 
ratings, which ultimately affects individuals’ abilities to take out home or auto loans (Mitchell, 
2015). The ramifications of defaulting on student loans was not the purpose of this dissertation, 
but it needs to be stated that the rising costs of higher education are far-reaching, and athletics 
add to these rising costs. 
 
 Through a quantitative research design, I sought to answer the following three research 
questions: 
1. What are the differences in total athletics expenses per student-athlete, total athletics 
subsidy per student-athlete and percent subsidy per student-athlete between institutions in 
each of the Power 6 conferences1 and between institutions in each of the non-Power 6 
conferences2? 
2. What are the differences in total athletics expenses per student-athlete, total athletics 
subsidy per student-athlete and percent subsidy per student-athlete between the 
institutions in Power 6 conferences as a whole compared to the institutions in non-Power 
6 conferences as a whole? 
3. What are the differences in total athletics expenses per student-athlete, total athletics 
subsidy per student-athlete and percent subsidy per student-athlete between institutions 
that changed DI FBS conferences at any point between 2005 and 2015 and those 
institutions that remained in the same DI FBS conference for each of these years? 
The difference between Power 6 and non-Power 6 conferences was that Power 6 conference 
champions automatically qualified for Bowl Championship Series (BCS) games (Schroeder, 
2012) whereas non-Power 6 conference champions had no such guarantees. Also, no non-Power 
6 conference champion to date has participated in the College Football Playoff (CFP). To answer 
the above research questions, I evaluated financial data regarding total athletics expenses, total 
institutional subsidy and my created variable, percent subsidy, from each of the 129 NCAA DI 
FBS universities excluding those that were exempt from providing financial data, like private 
                                                          
1 Atlantic Coast Conference (ACC), Big 10 Conference, Big 12 Conference, Big East Conference, Pacific-12 
Conference (Pac 12), Southeastern Conference (SEC) 
2 American Athletic Conference (AAC), Conference USA (CUSA), Mid-American Conference (MAC), Mountain 
West Conference (MW), Sun Belt Conference, Western Athletic Conference (WAC) 
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universities and universities with state exemptions, and any institution that joined this division 
after 2015. Additional information regarding the methods and data are provided in Chapter 3.  
 
 Through additional investigation, I compared the colleges and universities with the 
highest amounts of institutional financial support for athletics with those that required zero 
institutional support. One note of importance was that I only evaluated the institutions that were 
eligible to compete for NCAA DI FBS national championships and bowl games since those 
competitions are the most televised, have the largest payouts, and attract the largest media 
contracts and sponsorship deals. Because these institutions generated the most amount in revenue 
(USA Today, 2016), it was important to understand whether or not they also had high levels of 
athletics spending and/or high levels of institutional subsidy needed to offset these expenses 
despite the highest levels of revenue.  
 
The study concludes with recommendations regarding the state of college athletics and 
how to curb extravagant spending, even by those universities that did not receive any financial 
support via subsidy. Colleges and universities that currently generate more in athletics revenues 
than expenses might still allocate too much financially on athletics, which could impact those 
institutions that spend more than they generate. Cutting athletics costs at institutions that actually 
run a surplus could have a trickle-down effect to those that are increasing expenses in order to 
stay competitive athletically. After all, programs with the highest paid athletics coaches, staff and 
administrators, the most lavish facilities, and unlimited recruiting budgets are able to obtain the 
services of the most sought after student-athletes, who are ultimately the ones competing for the 




















 Literature exists which surrounds not only the finances within college athletics, but also 
in regard to the effects that college athletics spending and athletics success have on their 
respective institutions (Hoffer & Pincin, 2016; Litan et al., 2003; Orszag & Israel, 2009). 
Conference affiliation and conference realignment and how those affect athletics expenses and 
institutional subsidy have also been studied in the past (Hoffer & Pincin; Kramer & Trivette, 
2011). Research has also been completed regarding the effects of one institution’s athletics 
spending habits on other institutions in the same athletics conference (Litan et al., 2003; Orszag 
& Israel, 2009). Additional research related to this particular topic like faculty perceptions of 
college athletics (Lawrence, 2009) and why college and university administrators decided to shift 
athletics conferences (Kramer, 2014) added to the understanding of why this is an important 
topic in the landscape of higher education.  
 
College Athletics Expenses, Revenues and Institutional Subsidy Primer 
 
In order to fully grasp the finances of college athletics, it was useful to understand 
different types of both athletics expenses and athletics revenue, which helped make sense of why 
athletics departments needed institutional subsidy to offset the costs of its athletics programs. 
Due to National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) regulations, athletics department 
spending on student-athletes can only cover costs of attending the university, not salary or 
additional compensation (Hoffer & Pincin, 2016). Considering the limited amount of 
compensation allowed for the student-athletes, athletics revenues have increased significantly 
over time due to television contracts, particularly in men's basketball and football (Hofer & 
Pincin, 2016). However, institutions may have used this increased athletics revenue to further 
compensate athletics department personnel or increase other athletics expenditures (Hofer & 
Pincin, 2016).  
 
Causes for increased athletics expenditures included, but were not limited to, increased 
departmental revenue (Orszag & Israel, 2009), increased athletics director bonuses (Marburger, 
2013) and increased coaching salaries (Farmer & Pecorino, 2010). Upgrades to athletics facilities 
and stadiums also contributed significantly to increased athletics expenditures. In 2012 alone, 
schools in Automatic Qualifying (AQ) conferences, those in which their conference champions 
were placed into the Bowl Championship Series (BCS) games, spent over $1 billion on upgrades 
to their athletics stadiums and facilities (Bennett, 2012). The deficit between total athletics 
revenue and total athletics expenses are referred to as subsidy, which consists of student fees and 
general school funds used to offset the costs of athletics expenses not covered by athletics 
revenue (Hofer & Pincin, 2016).  
 
Trends in Athletics Expenses, Revenues and Subsidy 
 
 A major component of my study was to determine trends in college athletics expenses 
and subsidy between 2005 and 2015. Previous research was conducted regarding trends in 
athletics expenses, athletics revenue and institutional subsidy, as well as how these affected one 
another (Hoffer & Pincin, 2016; Litan et al., 2003; Orszag & Israel, 2009).  Findings from such 
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research was important to understand previous trends, but also to understand how my current 
research may have helped to fill in any gaps regarding this particular topic. Litan et al. (2003) 
examined changes in total athletics expenses and changes in net revenues between 1993 and 
2001 at DI institutions. They found that schools which increased spending on football programs 
by greater amounts than institutions with more moderate increases in spending failed to witness 
significantly greater amounts of revenue than their counterparts. However, institutions with 
greater increased expenditures did not incur decreased net revenue compared to institutions with 
smaller increased expenditures. In general, their regressions found that a one-dollar increase in 
football spending led to a one-dollar increase in football revenue (Litan et al., 2003).   
 
Litan et al. (2003) described some of their specific findings by school, but did not 
identify the schools by name. They discovered that, from 1993 to 2001, one Pacific-12 institution 
increased football spending by $6 million and increased football revenues by $14 million. One 
Southeastern Conference institution increased its football expenditures by $7 million and its 
football revenue by $10 million. Lastly, one Sunbelt institution increased its spending by $2 
million and its revenue by $3 million during that same time (Litan et al., 2003). On the other 
hand, one Western Athletic Conference institution’s football revenue decreased despite increased 
football expenditures of $1.7 million. One Conference USA institution’s revenue decreased by 
$1 million despite increased expenditures of $1 million. Lastly, one Mountain West school only 
increased revenues by $500,000 despite increased expenditures of more than $2 million (Litan at 
al., 2003).  
 
Orszag and Isarael (2009) found that between 2004 and 2007, DI schools in the bottom 
three quartiles in terms of total athletics spending witnessed less than a dollar in increased 
revenue with a one-dollar increase in expenses. In contrast, schools that spent the most, those in 
the top quartile, experienced more than a one-dollar increase in revenue for each dollar increase 
in total expenses (Orszag & Israel, 2009). Hoffer and Pincin (2016) also examined the effects 
that increased athletics revenue had on total athletics expenses, but looked at specific categories 
of athletics expenses. At the 225 DI public colleges and universities between 2006 and 2011, one 
additional dollar of athletics-related revenue resulted in increased athletics scholarship expenses 
of $0.02 and coaching staff expenses by $0.15 (Hoffer & Pincin, 2016). With consideration only 
of schools in Automatic Qualifying (AQ) conferences, each additional dollar in athletics revenue 
resulted in increased athletics scholarship expenses by $0.01 and coaching staff expenses by 
$0.10 (Hoffer & Pincin, 2016).  
 
In terms of institutional subsidy, one additional dollar of student fees resulted in 
increased athletics expenditures of $0.36 and one additional dollar of school funds increased total 
athletics expenditures by $0.44 (Hoffer & Pincin, 2016). It was also determined that between 
2006 and 2011, only Louisiana State University and the University of Nebraska-Lincoln did not 
provide any form of institutional subsidy to its athletics departments (Hofer & Pincin, 2016). The 
average total athletics subsidy at DI institutions was $8.8 million and the annual average subsidy 
for AQ schools was $5.81 million between 2006 and 2011 (Hoffer & Pincin, 2016). These three 
separate research studies taking place between 1993 and 2011 helped provide background 
understanding regarding the financial side of college athletics and how athletics expenses, 
revenue and required subsidy changed over time and how these three variables were affected by 
one another. These previous research studies related to my study since each evaluated multi-year 
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financial data regarding athletics spending and the institutional subsidy required to offset those 
expenses. However, none of these studies evaluated expenses and subsidy on a per student-
athlete basis, or the percentage of athletics expenses covered by subsidy, like I did within my 
research. 
 
Athletics Expenses in Relation to Total University Expenses 
 
 Another issue relating to college athletics expenses discussed in the literature was the 
relationship between athletics expenses and university expenses. The above section referred to 
trends in athletics expenses and subsidy over time, whereas this section refered to the 
relationship between athletics expenses and overall university expenses. This information was 
relevant to the context of my study, because the findings from this type of research were 
important in understanding not only trends in college athletics spending over time, but also the 
fiscal priorities of universities with regards to their athletics programs. Litan et al. (2003) 
indicated that NCAA and Equity in Athletics Data records stated that total athletics operational 
expenditures comprised 3.5% of total higher education expenses in 2001 within DI institutions, 
but Orszag and Israel (2009) found that this percentage increased to 6.0% in 2006. In fact, an 
annual athletics operational expenditures grew at a rate of 10.7% each year between 2004 and 
2007 (Orszag & Israel, 2009).  
 
Another important finding from the Orszag and Israel (2009) study was that the 
percentage of athletics expenses, in comparison to the overall expenses for the university, was 
higher at universities with smaller budgets. Specifically, the percentage of total athletics 
operating expenses in relation to total university expenses was usually below 3% at institutions 
with over $2 billion in total university expenses, below 5% at institutions between $1 billion and 
$2 billion in total expenses and between 5% and 10% at institutions with less than $1 billion in 
total expenses (Orszag & Israel, 2009). Some of the institutions that reported less than $1 billion 
in total university expenses reported total athletics expenses comprising up to 15% of total 
university expenses (Orszag & Israel, 2009). These findings suggested that similar amounts were 
spent on athletics regardless of the total expenses of the university. Those institutions with higher 
total university expenses as a whole spent a smaller percentage on athletics than others, but not 
necessarily because they spent smaller amounts on athletics.  
 
Even though my research study did not consider the overall operating budgets for 
individual universities or a collective of universities, it was helpful to understand these findings. 
They provided a backdrop into the priorities that some colleges and universities had in regards to 
their athletics programs, especially in relation to other institutional priorities. The two research 
studies mentioned above related to my first research question regarding trends in athletics 
expenses over time. My study differed from the other two studies in that conference affiliation 
and conference shifts were factors I used in the comparisons and evaluations of trends in 
athletics expenses. 
 
Comparative Athletics Spending within an Athletics Conference 
 
The first two research questions for my dissertation sought to determine whether or not 
there were any differences in total athletics expenses, total institutional subsidy and percent 
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subsidy between the institutions of one conference or set of conferences collectively compared to 
other conferences or another set of conferences collectively. These questions were raised to see 
how average and median values for these variables changed over time and to determine if there 
were actually differences between conferences or entire sets of conferences. Litan et al. (2003) 
and Orszag & Israel (2009) shed light on this by having researched the impact that increased 
athletics spending at one institution in an athletics conference had on the other institutions within 
the same conference. On the other hand, my study evaluated 11-year trends in athletics expenses 
within individual conferences and entire groups of conferences to determine variances in average 
spending and to determine how outliers may have affected an individual conference or collective 
of conferences’ average and median athletics expenses. 
 
Litan et al. (2003) researched the notion of the athletics arms race, or the impact that 
increased total athletics operating expenses at one institution in an athletics conference has on the 
total athletics operating expenses at the other institutions in that same conference. The study 
covered the period from 1993 to 2001 and revealed no statistically significant relationship 
between increased total athletics operational expenses at one school in a conference and 
increased total athletics operational expenses at the other schools within that same conference 
(Litan, et al., 2003). However, Litan et al. (2003) noted that even though the notion of an arms 
race in operational expenditures did not appear to exist, an arms race in capital expenses was 
possible. Orszag and Isreal (2009), on the other hand, found that the notion of an athletics arms 
race actually existed between 2004 and 2007. A one-dollar increase in total athletics operational 
expenses by the other schools in the same athletics conference resulted in a $0.60 increase in 
total athletics operational expenses at the comparison school (Orszag & Israel, 2009).  
 
These two particular research studies used panel data regression analyses to determine 
how one institution’s change in athletics expenses affected the athletics expenses at other 
institutions in the same conference. My research only used bivariate analysis in the comparisons 
of trends in athletics expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy at conferences as a whole and sets of 
conferences as a whole. However, my research attempted to fill in the gaps of previous research 
through my evaluations of more recent data, per student-athlete financial data instead of total and 
by my comparison of financial data at one conference compared to another. 
 
Effects of Athletics Success 
 
One important aspect about college athletics is understanding why college or universities 
may opt to increase spending on their athletics programs. Litan et al. (2003) researched the 
relationship between basketball and football winning percentages and total athletics expenses 
and total athletics revenue. The study from 1993 to 2001 revealed no statistically significant 
relationship between winning percentage and athletics expenses or winning percentage and 
athletics revenue (Litan et al., 2003). However, Orszag and Israel (2009) found that a $1 million 
increase in football operating expenses resulted in a 1.8 percentage point increase in the football 
team’s winning percentage, and the odds of that football team finishing in the final Associated 
Press (AP) top 25 poll increased by 5 percentage points. Specifically, the only expense category 
with this effect was team expenditures, not coaches’ salaries or scholarships (Orszag & Israel, 
2009). It is important to note the increased possibility of finishing the season in the AP top 25, 
because Orszag and Israel (2009) estimated that finishing in the AP top 25 resulted in a $3 
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million increase in revenue. Despite the fact that my study did not take into consideration the 
winning percentage of the individual institutions’ football or basketball teams, these particular 
findings were useful in understanding the possible reasons behind increased athletics spending at 
colleges and universities.  
 
The research by Litan et al. (2003) and Orszag & Israel (2009) regarding various effects 
of athletics success on athletics expenses and revenue related to previous sections of the 
literature review because their findings provided tangible reasons for why institutions may opt to 
increase athletics expenses. These increased athletics expenses at one institution could also result 
in increased athletics expenses at other institutions within the same athletics conference. This 
information aided with my research regarding trends in athletics expenses and subsidy across 
both individual and groups of athletics conferences by having provided a potential reason for 
changes over time in athletics expenses, institutional subsidy and/or the percentage of these 
expenses covered by institutional subsidy.  
 
Academic Effects of Athletics 
 
The direct financial effects of college athletics like ticket sales, merchandise and 
television contracts may be the easiest to track, but indirect effects on a university from athletics 
may also be witnessed, such as increases in the number of undergraduate applicants, increases in 
test scores of applicants and/or increases in alumni giving. Various studies have been conducted 
regarding the indirect impact that athletics success had on enrollment statistics at universities 
(Kramer & Trivette, 2011; Litan et al., 2003; McCormick & Tinsley, 1987; Mixon & Ressler, 
1995; Murphy & Trandel, 1994; Toma & Cross, 1996; Tucker & Amato, 1993). However, only 
the most recent research conducted regarding some of the indirect effects that college athletics 
had on their respective universities was presented below.  
 
Kramer and Trivette (2011) examined the impact that athletics conference affiliation and 
conference realignment within DI athletics had on the number of applicants, admission rate, 
admission yield rate and the average ACT score of incoming students in the top quartile of the 
exam between 2004 and 2011. Their study looked at both one and three-year lag rates to 
determine effects on these four criteria in both the year following realignment, as well as three 
years after realignment. They found the effects were greater three years after realignment 
compared to the one year after in three of the four categories studied. The one category that was 
affected most in the year following realignment was in the number of applicants to the university 
and that number actually diminished after the third year. On average, an institution that switched 
athletics conferences obtained 344 additional applications in the year after shifting athletics 
conferences. Three years after shifting conferences, schools on average witnessed a 3% decrease 
in admission rate, a 5% increase in admission yield rate and a .29 point increase in ACT scores 
for those incoming students that scored in the top quartile of the exam (Kramer & Trivette, 
2011). 
 
Litan et al. (2003) provided research into the Flutie effect. The Flutie effect is referred to 
as the positive impact that a 1984 game-winning touchdown pass thrown by Boston College’s 
Doug Flutie had on the university’s application pool the following year (The Economist, 2007). 
Litan et al. (2003) sought to determine whether or not there were additional benefits successful 
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athletics programs had on universities like increases in alumni giving, student applications and 
the overall quality of incoming students at their respective institutions. Despite previous research 
with mixed results on the matter, Litan et al. (2003) found no strong relationship between 
football expenditures with success in alumni giving to the university or to the football program 
directly. Also, no strong relationship was found between football expenditures or athletics 
success to a university’s acceptance rate or the SAT scores of incoming students. Understanding 
some of these indirect effects that college athletics had on their respective universities helps 
when I attempted to make sense of findings in my research regarding increased college athletics 
spending over time. Previous research regarding the impacts of increased athletics expenses on 
athletics success and the impacts that athletics success had on revenue, the number of applicants 
to a university, acceptance rates, test scores of applicants and/or alumni giving provided reasons 
for why changes over time in athletics expenses and institutional subsidy existed, which my 
research sought to discover.  
 
Faculty Perceptions on Athletics 
 
Another area relating to the effects of college athletics on universities, particularly 
regarding changes in athletics expenses and institutional subsidy, is how faculty members 
perceive their institution’s athletics programs. An institution’s faculty is one particular group of 
campus constituents that may be overlooked in the discussion surrounding college athletics. 
Faculty members may play a very large role in the governance of their respective colleges and 
universities, but not necessarily within the governance of their institutions’ athletics programs. 
Faculty at any given university participating in DI football may have various perceptions on the 
roles that they actually have in the decision-making and governance of their university’s athletics 
programs. Lawrence (2009) found that of the 3,005 tenure-track faculty at the DI football 
institutions surveyed, 40% believed that faculty roles in the governance of athletics were ill-
defined, 42% expressed displeasure regarding how their administrators reacted to their inputs 
and 44% showed dissatisfaction with their administrators in the evaluation of faculty 
perspectives about institutional decisions regarding athletics. Lawrence (2009) also found that 
50% of the faculty surveyed believed that decisions about their athletics programs were driven 
by the entertainment industry and 40% perceived that athletics boosters possessed presidential 
influence regarding athletics matters. An important finding of this study was that faculty 
members were more likely to have held positive views regarding their athletics programs if they 
participated in athletics governance, but those without governance experience held less favorable 
opinions (Lawrence, 2009). This information was particularly relevant to my study especially in 
the discussion of why increased college athletics expenses and the corresponding institutional 
subsidy are important within the landscape of higher education. 
 
Decisions to Shift Athletics Conferences 
 
Understanding why colleges and universities decide to change athletics conferences is 
also very important especially if conference shifters increase their total athletics expenses and 
not necessarily decrease the amount of institutional subsidy required to offset these costs. My 
research evaluated changes in athletics expenses and institutional subsidy over time at 
institutions that shifted athletics conferences between 2005 and 2015, whereas Kramer (2014) 
explained why institutions decided to shift athletics conferences in the first place. Kramer (2014) 
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conducted a qualitative study to determine institutional factors that led to decisions to shift 
athletics conferences by looking at three specific universities: Florida International University, 
Southern Methodist University, and the University of Missouri. Each of these institutions 
represented a specific type of conference shift: non-AQ to non-AQ, non-AQ to AQ, and AQ to 
AQ, respectively.  
 
Specifically, Kramer (2014) interviewed 34 senior leaders across the three universities 
with roles as university president/chancellor, senior academic administrator, student affairs 
administrator, faculty athletics representative, faculty senator, athletics director, senior athletics 
staff member and board of trustees member. Kramer (2014) found that individuals interviewed 
for the study denied the idea that their respective institutions changed conferences only for the 
sake of potential future revenue. Even though potential revenue was a theme in the interviews, 
institutional branding and visibility were found to be more prevalent in their answers (Kramer, 
2014). Leaders at these institutions also discussed increased institutional prestige and alignment 
with peers as reasons for having shifted athletics conferences (Kramer, 2014). My study did not 
address why a college or university decided to shift athletics conferences. However, the findings 
from Kramer (2014), as well as findings from previous research regarding the effects of 
increased athletics expenses on athletics success and the effects that athletics success had on 
athletics revenue and the university (Litan et al., 2003; Orszag & Israel 2009), provided a greater 
understanding into why institutions that shifted athletics conferences between 2005 and 2015 
may have decided to do so despite possible increases in athletics expenses, institutional subsidy 
and the percentage of athletics expenses covered by institutional subsidy. 
 
Financial Effects of Shifting Athletics conferences 
 
One recent study regarding the financial effects of shifting athletics conferences was 
undertaken by Hoffer and Pincin (2015). They evaluated how shifting athletics conferences 
impacted conference shifters in regards to total athletics spending and total institutional subsidy. 
Hoffer and Pincin (2015) collected data for average total athletics expenses and subsidy from the 
227 Division I (DI) public colleges and universities between 2006 and 2011. They also 
differentiated average spending and subsidy of conference shifters compared to non-shifters at 
AQ schools versus non-AQ schools, Football Bowl Subdivision (FBS) schools versus non-FBS 
schools and DI schools that participated in DI football compared to DI schools that did not 
participate in DI football (Hoffer & Pincin, 2015). Hoffer and Pincin (2015) found that AQ 
conference shifters increased their total expenses, but found no evidence of increased or 
decreased institutional subsidy. On average, AQ schools that changed conferences during the 
years studied increased total expenses by $10.12 million per year, and FBS conference shifters 
increased their total athletics expenses by $5.03 million per year (Hoffer & Pincin, 2015).  
 
The Hoffer and Pincin (2015) research may have been the closest previous research to my 
research in that Hoffer and Pincin (2015) also evaluated athletics expenses and institutional 
subsidy within DI institutions. My research sought to fill in the gaps of Hoffer and Pincin (2015) 
by having reviewed more recent financial data, by the evaluation of per student-athlete expenses 
and subsidy instead of total athletics expenses and subsidy and through the evaluation of trends 
in the percentage of athletics expenses covered by institutional subsidy, which I called percent 
subsidy. Another main difference from Hoffer and Pincin (2015) was that I sought to determine 
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differences between individual athletics conferences instead of only AQ vs. non-AQ, football 
schools vs. non-football schools and FBS vs. non-FBS. I also only evaluated institutions that 
participated in DI FBS.  
 
The research I conducted here filled in the gaps of previous research through the 
evaluation of the most recent 11 years of financial data regarding athletics expenses and the 
institutional subsidy used to offset these expenses. I also used and evaluated per student-athlete 
values for athletics expenses and institutional subsidy, which accounted for the number of 
student-athletes at each institution. This was not something found in previous research. Finally, 
my creation and evaluation of the percent subsidy variable, not seen in previous studies, 
contributed to existing research through the evaluation of the percentage of athletics expenses 
that were covered by institutional subsidy.  
 
Existing literature regarding college athletics not only provided a framework for future 
research, but helped in understanding the breadth of topics related to college athletics in the 
landscape of higher education. My research filled in the gaps from previous research through the 
use of more longitudinal and more recent financial data, the evaluation of per student-athlete 
values of total athletics expenses, institutional subsidy and my created variable, percent subsidy, 
and the comparisons of such variables among the various DI football conferences. Though my 
research did not attempt to answer any questions related to why institutions spent the way that 
they did on athletics, the previous literature helped make sense of why some institutions may 































DATA, METHODS AND LIMITATIONS 
 
         This particular study attempted to answer the following three questions: what are the 
differences in total athletics expenses per student-athlete, total athletics subsidy per student-
athlete and percent subsidy per student-athlete between institutions in each of the Power 6 
conferences and between institutions in each of the non-Power 6 conferences?; what are the 
differences in total athletics expenses per student-athlete, total athletics subsidy per student-
athlete and percent subsidy per student-athlete between the institutions in Power 6 conferences as 
a whole compared to the institutions in non-Power 6 conferences as a whole?; and what are the 
differences in total athletics expenses per student-athlete, total athletics subsidy per student-
athlete and percent subsidy per student-athlete between institutions that changed Division I (DI) 
Football Bowl Subdivision (FBS) conferences at any point between 2005 and 2015 versus those 
institutions that remained in the same DI FBS conference for each of these years? The answers to 
these questions expand information from previous studies surrounding this topic specifically 
through the evaluations of available 2005 to 2015 financial data, per student-athlete values of 
total athletics expenses and institutional subsidy and the percentage of athletics expenses covered 
by institutional subsidy within each of the DI FBS conferences, within the Power 6 and non-
Power 6 conferences as a whole and within both conference shifters as a whole and non-shifters 
as a whole during these years. These findings demonstrated how conferences as a whole 
compared to one another, how Power 6 conferences as a whole compared to the non-Power 6 
conferences and how conference shifters compared to non-conference shifters for each year from 
2005 to 2015 in terms of total athletics expenses, total institutional subsidy and the percentage of 




 The data used for my study came from the Athletics & Academic Spending Database for 
NCAA Division I, created by the Knight Commission on Intercollegiate Athletics (n.d.c). This 
was the most complete and thorough dataset for total athletics expenses and total athletics 
subsidy per student-athlete for each institution included in the study. The per student-athlete 
values for spending and subsidy were used instead of total spending and total subsidy due to 
schools not only having different numbers of student-athletes, but also because individual 
schools will not necessarily have the same number of student-athletes year to year. Though the 
Knight Commission created this database and made it available to the public, total athletics 
expenses and total institutional subsidy values were collected originally by USA Today from 
revenue and expense reports of the public colleges and universities that are legally required to 
report this information (Knight Commission, n.d.a). Information regarding the number of 
student-athletes participating at each institution was collected by the Office of Postsecondary 
Education of the U.S. Department of Education via the Equity in Athletics Data and used by the 
Knight Commission to create per student-athlete financial information (Knight Commission, 
n.d.a.).  
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 One feature of the Knight Commission database was the ability to turn on a feature to 
adjust for cost inflation, but this was done manually in SPSS to convert each individual year’s 
variables into 2017 dollars based off of the Consumer Price Index. This manual procedure 
ensured that each year’s financial figures were converted accurately and consistently, and the 
decision to convert to 2017 dollars was made so that the results would reflect the most up-to-date 
inflation-adjusted financial figures. This conversion to 2017 dollars was an important step in the 
study which addressed any assumption that that increases in dollar amounts over time occurred 
because of inflation. 
 
 Sample. A total of 107 institutions across 12 athletics conferences was evaluated for my 
study. For each of the three research questions and corresponding results and discussion, only 
Power 6 and non-Power 6 conferences, which made up the Division I (DI) Football Bowl 
Subdivision (FBS) between 2005 and 2015 were reviewed. The Power 6 conferences included 
the Atlantic Coast Conference (ACC), the Big 10 Conference, the Big 12 Conference, the Big 
East Conference, the Pacific-12 Conference (Pac 12) and the Southeastern Conference (SEC). 
The Big East, as a football conference, disbanded after 2013. The non-Power 6 DI FBS 
conferences between 2005 and 2015 were the American Athletic Conference (AAC), Conference 
USA (CUSA), the Mid-American Conference (MAC), the Mountain West Conference (MW), 
the Sun Belt Conference and the Western Athletic Conference (WAC). The AAC was formed 
after 2013, the same year in which the WAC disbanded.  
 
 The first two research questions clearly separated the DI FBS Power 6 and non-Power 6 
conferences and their corresponding institutions, whereas the third research question combined 
all institutions and compared conference shifters to non-shifters. Tables A3.1 and A3.2 in the 
appendix show the number of conference members with available financial data in each 
conference out of the total number of conference members for each year of the study, separated 
out between the Power 6 and non-Power 6 conferences. The cells with no number represented no 
membership and thus no active conference for that specific year. For instance, the Big East and 
WAC disbanded after 2013 and the AAC was formed in 2014. 
 
 Though my study used total athletics spending and subsidy per student-athlete annual 
figures, only institutions that competed in DI FBS during any year between fall 2004 and spring 
2015, and only institutions legally required to release their financial data, were included in the 
study. These were the only institutions that competed for football national championships, bowl 
games and competed regularly on national television. The decision to focus on DI was made 
since these were the institutions with the highest athletics-related revenues per year, as well as 
the highest athletics-related expenses per year (USA Today, 2016).  
 
 To determine which institutions to use in the study, as well as to determine which 
institutions shifted conferences during those years, annual conference membership lists for each 
DI football athletics conference were examined to determine which institutions shifted into and 
out of conferences and determined which conferences, if any, dissolved during this time period. 
This was done by researching conference football records through ESPN for each year to see 
which schools participated in each DI FBS conference per year. Table A3.3 in the appendix 
showed the number of conference shifters and non-shifters between 2005 and 2015. There were 
41 institutions for this study that shifted into or out of an FBS athletics conference at some point 
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between 2005 and 2015, compared to 67 non-shifters. Of the 41 conference shifters, 12 
participated in a Power 6 conference at one point during the study. The ESPN college football 
standings website provided a listing of schools in each athletics conference per year for each year 
of the study (ESPN, n.d.), which is where I calculated the number of institutions in each athletics 
conference for each year of the study. The Knight Commission (n.d.d.) database also listed, by 
year, the conference affiliation for each school, but the ESPN site was considerably more user-
friendly in terms of determining conference affiliation per year since the ESPN website shows all 
conferences and their member institutions on one webpage whereas the Knight Commission’s 
website forces users to search by only one conference at a time.  
 
 One important note about my research was that the Big East conference and its member 
institutions were included in all findings related to the Power 6 conferences even though the Big 
East as a football conference no longer exists. The Big East had previously been an Automatic 
Qualifying (AQ) school, meaning that its football conference champion automatically qualified 
for a Bowl Championship Series (BCS) game (Schroeder, 2012) along with the ACC, Big 10, 
Big 12, Pac 12 and SEC (Daughters, 2010). The BCS bowl games were the Rose Bowl, the 
Fiesta Bowl, the Orange Bowl and the Sugar Bowl. The BCS era lasted from 1999 to 2014 and 
one of the four BCS bowl games was designated as the DI National Championship. Only schools 
from Power 6 conferences plus the University of Notre Dame, a DI FBS independent, competed 
for the National Championship during the BCS era and only Power 6 schools have competed in 
the College Football Playoff (CFP) since its inception in 2015. 
 
 Key variables. For this research study, three total variables were used, two of which 
were available through the Knight Commission’s database and the third was created as a 
calculation of the existing variables. The two variables provided by the Knight Commission’s 
database were total athletics expenses per student-athlete and total institutional subsidy per 
student-athlete. The total athletics expenses were equivalent to total athletics operating expenses, 
which was the sum of the following: athletics scholarships, compensation, facilities and 
equipment, game expenses and travel, recruiting, guarantees and other expenses (Knight 
Commission, n.d.b). The payments to visiting university teams are considered guarantees and 
other expenses include dues, marketing, medical spirit groups, sport camps and other 
miscellaneous expenses (Knight Commission, n.d.b).  
 
 The calculation used for total institutional subsidy was the total funding appropriated to 
athletics from the university’s general fund, total indirect institutional support not including 
depreciation, student fees and/or state support minus any financial amount transferred back to the 
university from the athletics department (Knight Commission, n.d.a.). Each of these two 
variables were calculated by the Knight Commission as total athletics expenses and total 
institutional subsidy divided by the number of student-athlete at each respective institution for 
each year between 2005 and 2015. Both of these variables, for each year of the study, were then 
manually converted to 2017 dollars to adjust for inflation. 
 
 The variable that I created, percent subsidy per student-athlete, was a calculation of 
inflation-adjusted total athletics subsidy per student-athlete divided by inflation-adjusted total 
athletics expenses per student-athlete for each institution for each year of the study. This 
category was created to help show how much of an institution’s total athletics expenses per 
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student-athlete were covered by revenue not generated by the athletics department. The percent 
subsidy calculation for each conference was conference mean total athletics subsidy per student-
athlete divided by conference mean total athletics expense per student-athlete. This percent 
subsidy was aimed to provide greater detail about both the expenses and subsidy of an individual 
institution and conference as a whole. The lower the percent subsidy was for a school or 
conference, the less reliant their athletics department was on the institution for funding to cover 




 In order to answer the research questions regarding the comparisons of total athletics 
expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy per student-athlete, between the individual Power 6 
conferences, the individual non-Power 6 conferences, the Power 6 institutions as a whole and the 
non-Power 6 institutions as a whole, and conference shifters as a whole and non-conference 
shifters as a whole, the mean, median and standard deviations were calculated for total athletics 
expenses and total subsidy per student-athlete. I only evaluated the mean for percent subsidy per 
student-athlete, because I used the collective averages of total athletics expenses and institutional 
subsidy per student-athlete to calculate percent subsidy for individual conferences, Power 6 
conferences as a whole, non-Power 6 conferences as a whole, and conference shifters as a whole 
and non-shifters as a whole. Once again, I created the percent subsidy variable in order to portray 
the portion of athletics expenses covered by institutional subsidy. 
 
 For all three research questions, tables were created for each variable calculation, and line 
graphs were created for all variables’ mean and median values for each year of the study. 
Independent samples t-tests were also run to determine any significant (p<.05) differences in the 
mean for each of the three variables for each research question. Lastly, scatterplots were created 
and provided for the last two research questions to show possible relationships between the 11-
year averages of individual institutions’ total athletics spending per student-athlete and total 
athletics subsidy per student-athlete, total athletics expenses per student-athlete and percent 
subsidy per student-athlete and total athletics subsidy per student-athlete and percent subsidy per 
student-athlete.  
 
            Individual Power 6 and non-Power 6 conferences. To determine any differences in 
expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy between the individual Power 6 and individual non-Power 
6 conferences, the mean total athletics spending per student-athlete, total athletics subsidy per 
student-athlete and percent subsidy per student-athlete for each of the Power 6 and non-Power 6 
football conferences for each year between 2005 and 2015 were evaluated. The decision to 
evaluate the mean, median and standard deviations for these variables for each year of the study 
was made in order to determine whether or not there were any changes over time. If there was a 
noticeable increase or decrease, I examined conference membership to see if one particular 
institution left or entered the conference resulting in a noticeable change. The calculations for 
each variable’s mean were used to determine an individual conference’s average, whereas the 
median calculations were used to determine the middle point for each conference for expenses 
and subsidy. Standard deviations were calculated to determine the degrees of variance from the 
mean for expenses and subsidy within each conference.  
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 Independent samples t-tests were also run to determine any significant differences in 
average expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy between each Power 6 conference compared to 
the other Power 6 conferences as a whole and each non-Power 6 conference compared to the 
other-non Power 6 conferences as a whole for each year between 2005 and 2015. Findings from 
the independent samples t-tests provided comparisons between one Power 6 or non-Power 6 
conference’s average for each of the three variables to the other Power 6 or non-Power 6 
conferences as a whole. For instance, if the Big 12 had a positive statistically significant 
difference in average expenses per student-athlete in 2015, it would be said that the Big 12 had a 
higher average expenses per student-athlete amount in 2015 than the average of the rest of the 
Power 6 institutions. Because there would not be statistical significance for percent subsidy using 
only the conference average for subsidy divided by conference average expenses, each individual 
conference member’s percent subsidy was calculated for each year between 2005 and 2015 and 
used for the percent subsidy independent samples t-tests to compare one conference’s average to 
the average of the rest of the Power 6 or non-Power 6 institutions outside of that particular 
conference. The fact that an athletics arms race was discovered in previous research, as 
mentioned in the literature review section, provided further justification to as to why it was 
important to have evaluated trends and differences in athletics expenses across individual 
conferences.  
 
Power 6 conferences compared to non-Power 6 conferences. The decision to look at 
individual conferences in both the Power 6 and non-Power 6 as well as the Power 6 conferences 
as a whole compared to the non-Power 6 conferences as a whole was made in order to determine 
whether or not there were differences in expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy among not only 
the individual conferences, but also between the two groups of conferences. The assumption was 
that there were differences in the three variables between the Power 6 collective of institutions 
compared to the non-Power 6 collective institutions and that these differences needed to be 
evaluated in order to determine not only if there were actually any differences, but to determine 
just how different these two sets of institutions were for each of the three variables. The first 
research question aimed to determine any differences in the three variables between the 
individual Power 6 conferences and between the individual non-Power 6 conferences. The 
second research question intended to determine any differences in the three variables between 
the two sets of conferences. The assumption was that the individual Power 6 conferences would 
look more similar to one another than compared to the individual non-Power 6 conferences, but 
that it was also important to evaluate differences between Power 6 conferences as a whole 
compared to non-Power 6 conferences as a whole.  
 
To determine any differences in expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy between the 
Power 6 conferences as a whole and non-Power 6 conferences as a whole, I evaluated mean total 
athletics expenses per student-athlete, total athletics subsidy per student-athlete and percent 
subsidy per student-athlete for the Power 6 conferences as a whole and non-Power 6 conferences 
as a whole for each year between 2005 and 2015. Median and standard deviation calculations 
were completed for total athletics expenses and subsidy per student-athlete, but not for percent 
subsidy. Independent samples t-tests were also run to determine any significant (p<.05) 
differences in average expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy between Power 6 conference 
members compared to non-Power 6 conference members for each year between 2005 and 2015. 
Three pairs of scatterplots were also created in order to gain a sense of comparison between the 
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two groups of conferences during the 11 years of the study. The scatterplots represented each 
school’s 11-year average total athletics expenses and subsidy per student-athlete, total athletics 
spending and percent subsidy per student-athlete and total athletics subsidy and percent subsidy 
per student-athlete at Power 6 conferences compared to non-Power 6 conferences. These 
scatterplots were generated in order to see not only if there were differences in these variables 
within both sets of institutions, but to also determine whether or not any clustering of institutions 
existed and to identify outliers among these groups of institutions. 
 
Conference shifters compared to non-conference shifters. This final research question 
sought to determine whether or not there were any differences in total athletics expenses per 
student-athlete, total athletics subsidy per student-athlete and percent subsidy per student-athlete 
between institutions that shifted conferences between 2005 and 2015 and those institutions that 
remained in the same athletics conference for each year of the study. This final research question 
regarding the comparisons between conference shifters and non-shifters differed from the 
previous two research questions in that the specific conference affiliation did not impact the 
results for this area of research. For the previous two research questions, an institution’s specific 
conference affiliation determined which group it was categorized with. For this research 
question, an institution’s conference affiliation did not determine its categorization. Whether an 
institution shifted between Power 6 conferences, between non-Power 6 conferences, or between 
the two sets of conferences, that institution was categorized only with other conference shifters 
regardless of the conference.  
 
 Similar to the methods used with the previous two research questions, mean, median and 
standard deviation were calculated for both expenses and subsidy, while only mean percent 
subsidy was calculated. Independent samples t-tests were run to determine whether or not there 
were any significant differences in each of the three variables between conference shifters 
compared to non-shifters for each individual year of the study. Akin to the second research 
question, scatterplots were created portraying the 11-year averages for expenses and subsidy, 
expenses and percent subsidy and subsidy and percent subsidy per student-athlete for each of the 
conference shifters and for each of the non-shifters. The fact that previous literature existed 
regarding athletics expenses and institutional subsidy among conference shifters provided 
justification for my evaluation of trends and differences in athletics expenses and institutional 




There were six limitations to this research that I acknowledge, each of which I addressed 
in turn. First, the greatest limitation of this study was the fact that the annual total athletics 
expenses per student-athlete and total athletics subsidy per student-athlete numbers were the 
results of calculations completed based on financial and headcount data provided by the 
individual institutions. If an institution did not report accurate information for total athletics 
expenses, non-athletics-related revenue and/or annual student-athlete headcounts, the total 
athletics expenses and total subsidy per student-athlete values would be incorrect. If either of 
these two per student-athlete values was incorrect, my created percent subsidy variable would 
also be inaccurate. All values, calculations, tables, graphs and scatterplots were based on the 
athletics expenses and institutional subsidy reported by the individual institutions to the NCAA. 
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Annual student-athlete headcounts were reported by each institution to the Office of 
Postsecondary Education of the U.S. Department of Education (Knight Commission, n.d.a). 
 
 A second limitation of this dataset was that some of the universities in this study may 
have interpreted NCAA financial reporting regulations differently than others (Knight 
Commission, n.d.a.). The NCAA and the National Association of College and University 
Business Officers work together to standardize reporting and definitions (Knight Commission, 
n.d.a.), but it was possible that an institution included in this research altered its reporting 
between years, resulting in increases or decreases in total athletics expenses and/or total subsidy. 
If this occurred at one institution or at numerous institutions across the FBS, the data discovered 
in this research would not be an accurate portrayal of total athletics expenses, subsidy, or percent 
subsidy per student-athlete for the individual institutions, conferences as a whole or as 
shifters/non-shifters as a whole.  
 
 A third limitation of this study related to the independent verification of the data or lack 
thereof. Financial reports generated by each institution are completed by qualified accountants 
independent of the individual universities, as required by NCAA legislation. An additional 
review is in place since each institution’s president or chancellor must certify the report prior to 
submission to the NCAA (Knight Commission, n.d.a). However, it was unclear whether or not 
the Knight Commission’s database examined for this research had been independently verified 
by an outside source. If this database was not independently verified, it would have resulted in a 
limitation of the study since the data used for this entire research was based solely on the Knight 
Commission’s database.  
 
 A fourth limitation was one that unfortunately plagues most research done using 
secondary data. Specifically, in this analysis, there was not full access to the athletics-related 
financial data for all institutions that participated in DI FBS conferences between the years of 
2005 through 2015. Specifically, no data was available for any private university or the few 
universities with exemptions for having their financial data made available through open records 
requests. There were 16 private universities3 and two exempted public universities (Temple 
University & University of Pittsburgh) omitted from this study. Not having all financial data was 
a major limitation of the study especially when referencing the collective data for each 
conference, groups of conferences and conference shifters and non-shifters as a whole. In 
particular, athletics expenses could be significantly higher at private universities as a result of 
higher tuition charged compared to public universities. These higher expenses at private 
universities could result in significant differences in expenses, subsidy and/or percent subsidy for 
the individual conferences, groups of conferences and/or the collectives of conference shifters 
and non-shifters. Temple University and the University of Pittsburgh’s unavailable data also 
affected this study since both were conference shifters and their financial data may have altered 
their respective conferences’ and the collective of conference shifters’ data for expenses, subsidy 
and/or percent subsidy. In the recommendations for future research section of my paper, I 
                                                          
3 Baylor University, Brigham Young University, Boston College, Duke University, Northwestern University, Rice 
University, Southern Methodist University, Stanford University, Syracuse University, Texas Christian University, 
Tulane University, University of Miami, University of Southern California, University of Tulsa, Vanderbilt 
University, Wake Forest University  
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discussed in greater detail how the evaluation of financial data from private universities, as well 
as the two exempt public universities, would benefit this particular topic. 
 
 Whereas the first four limitations were focused on the data used, the final limitations 
related to the actual analysis undertaken. Specifically, the decision to use a bivariate analysis 
rather than a multivariate analysis was a limitation of this study. The purpose of this research 
was descriptive in nature, determining whether or not differences existed in total athletics 
expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy per student-athlete between specific groups of institutions 
rather than attempting to predict certain outcomes. Also, by not using multivariate analysis, 
results cannot be determined about how an institution’s or conference’s athletics expenses, 
subsidy and percent subsidy were affected by various factors like shifting athletics conferences, 
the other members of the conference or by other conferences, or how increases in expenses or 
subsidy affected one another. The final limitation related to the evaluation of the conference 
shifters. For my research, I decided to evaluate all conference shifters as a whole compared to 
non-conference shifters. I could have separated out and evaluated the different levels of 
conference shifters separately through the evaluation of expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy at 
institutions that shifted across Power 6 conferences, across non-Power 6 conferences and those 
that shifted between the two sets of conferences. I also discussed in the future research section of 
my paper additional research opportunities surrounding different levels of conference shifters. 
These levels include shifts between Power 6 conferences, between non-Power 6 conferences, 
from non-Power 6 conferences to Power 6 conferences and vice versa. These evaluations would 
have provided a greater understanding of the differences in expenses, subsidy and percent 
subsidy across different types of conference shifters rather than only having compared all 




























RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
 Results of the study, as well as discussion points, were presented below and separated out 
by research question. The first research question sought to compare total athletics expenses, 
subsidy and percent subsidy, the variable I created, per student-athlete within the individual 
Power 6 conferences4 with one another and within the non-Power 6 conferences5 compared with 
one another. The second research question also looked at total athletics expenses, subsidy and 
percent subsidy per student-athlete within these conferences, but grouped all Power 6 and non-
Power 6 institutions separately and compared against one another. This allowed comparison of 
institutions within these two groupings of conferences to one another in terms of all three 
variables. The third research question focused not on different conferences or set of conferences, 
but instead, examined the differences between schools that shifted athletics conferences at any 
point between the 11 years of the study with those that did not. This permitted comparisons 
between conference shifters to non-shifters across each of the three variables.  
 
Differences across Conferences, Power 6 and Non-Power 6 
 
 This first research question sought to determine whether or not there were any differences 
in total athletics expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy per student-athlete between the Power 6 
conferences as well as any differences in these three categories between the non-Power 6 
conferences. Tables and line graphs were either provided in the body of the paper or referenced 
to in the appendix, while the statistically significant (p<.05) differences in mean expenses, 
subsidy and percent subsidy between one conference and the other Power 6 or non-Power 6 
conferences were presented in tables. 
 
 Athletics expenses in Power 6 conferences. To determine any differences in total 
athletics expenses per student-athlete across the Power 6 conferences, the mean, median and 
standard deviation were calculated for each of the Power 6 conferences and independent samples 
t-tests were conducted to determine whether or not there were any significant differences in 
average expenses between each athletics conference and the rest of the Power 6 conferences 
combined. The notion of an athletics arms race found in previous literature played a role within 
the evaluation of trends and differences of athletics expenses across individual Power 6 
conferences. Table 4.1 below represented the average total athletics expenses per student-athlete 
at each of the Power 6 conferences for the 2005-2015 fiscal years. The SEC had the highest per 
student-athlete total expenses for any conference in any year, whereas the Big East had the 
smallest annual average. Figure B4.1 in the appendix represented the annual trends for total 
athletics expenses per student-athlete at each of the Power 6 conferences between 2005 and 
2015. Table 4.1 and Figure B4.1 clearly illustrated increased annual athletics expenses at each of 
the Power 6 conferences, but with varying starting points and levels of increase throughout the 
study. Even though the SEC started and ended this 11-year cycle with the highest average total 
                                                          
4 Atlantic Coast Conference (ACC), Big 10 Conference, Big 12 Conference, Big East Conference, Pacific-12 
Conference (Pac 12), Southeastern Conference (SEC) 
5 American Athletics Conference (AAC), Conference USA (CUSA), Mid-American Conference (MAC), Mountain 
West Conference (MW), Sun Belt Conference, Western Athletic Conference (WAC) 
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athletics expenses per student-athlete, the Big 12 appeared to have had the sharpest increase in 
spending for any multi-year stretch, which took place between 2011 and 2015. 
 
Table 4.1 
Mean total athletics expenses per student-athlete, Power 6 conferences 
 
Year ACC Big 10 Big 12 Big East Pac 12 SEC 
2005 $114,225 $107,806 $131,190 $78,447 $93,754 $137,521 
2006 $119,040 $112,100 $145,835 $81,482 $102,540 $143,316 
2007 $123,096 $120,177 $143,123 $90,111 $110,454 $162,499 
2008 $121,474 $124,895 $148,313 $96,440 $110,365 $172,250 
2009 $130,915 $127,401 $157,481 $105,262 $120,448 $185,889 
2010 $122,793 $131,838 $155,591 $111,364 $122,238 $188,785 
2011 $127,457 $138,830 $150,967 $113,335 $118,508 $187,831 
2012 $138,712 $140,907 $162,274 $129,525 $134,940 $196,982 
2013 $138,388 $148,672 $177,449 $126,922 $145,218 $191,465 
2014 $146,457 $151,043 $189,790  $157,200 $203,567 
2015 $160,120 $158,926 $204,913  $159,879 $214,618 
 
Independent samples t-tests were run to determine whether or not, on average, total 
athletics expenses per student-athlete were significantly (p<.05) different between each Power 6 
conference and the rest of the Power 6 conferences collectively for each year from 2005 to 2015. 
Table 4.2 below contained the findings, per conference and per year, in terms of significant 
differences in mean athletics expenses per student-athlete compared to the rest of the Power 6 
conferences and only values of significance (p<.05) were provided. The results of the 
independent samples t-test explained, by year, the average total athletics expenses per student-
athlete difference between the collective of institutions in one conference compared to the 
average expenses at the other Power 6 institutions collectively. This helped to understand 
whether or not there were any significant differences in athletics expenses within one conference 
compared to the institutions within the other conferences as a collective. For instance, if the 
independent samples t-test revealed $5,000 for the Pac 12 in 2010, then that explained that Pac 
12 schools in 2010 spent, on average, $5,000 more on athletics per student-athlete than the 
average of all of the non-Pac 12 Power 6 schools for that specific year. 
 
Data used for table 4.2 below, showing significant (p<.05) differences in average total 
athletics expenses per student-athlete between each conference and the rest of the Power 6 
conferences, revealed that each year the SEC institutions collectively spent between $27,013 to 
$57,196 more on average than the other Power 6 institutions combined and that the Big East 
spent between $35,860 to $45,374 less on average than the other Power 6 institutions combined 
for six consecutive years between 2005 and 2010. The ACC had no significant differences in 
average total athletics expenses per student-athlete compared to the rest of the Power 6 
conferences for any of the 11 years while the Big 12 spent $30,433 more than the other Power 6 
institutions as a whole in 2006. The Big 10 spent $26,094 and $28,487 less than the other Power 
6 institutions in 2014 and 2015 respectively. Finally, the Pac 12 spent $26,728 less in average 
total athletics expenses per student-athlete than the other Power 6 institutions in 2005. These 
findings suggested that, on average, SEC institutions spent more each year on total athletics 
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expenses per student-athlete than the institutions within the other Power 6 conferences and that 
the Big East for five consecutive years spent less on total athletics expenses per student-athlete 
than the rest of the Power 6 institutions.  
 
Table 4.2 
Significant (p<.05) differences in mean total athletics expenses per student-athlete, Power 6 
 
Year ACC Big 10 Big 12 Big East Pac 12 SEC 
2005    -$40,255 -$26,728 +$27,013 
2006   +$30,433 -$45,374  +$27,254 
2007    -$44,183  +$41,903 
2008    -$41,963  +$48,705 
2009    -$42,283  +$54,428 
2010    -$35,860  +$57,196 
2011      +$55,350 
2012      +$55,012 
2013      +$42,682 
2014  -$26,094    +$43,747 
2015  -$28,487    $+45,769 
 
Table 4.3 below outlined the annual median expenses per student-athlete amounts within 
each of the Power 6 conferences. The median was calculated in order to understand the middle 
point in terms of expenses within each conference for each year of the study and added to the 
discussion about conference expenses compared to only the calculation of conference averages. 
Outliers at both ends of the expenses spectrum could have resulted in higher or lower average 
expenses compared to median expenses. Figures B4.1 and B4.2 for both mean and median total 
athletics expenses per student-athlete had the same minimum and maximum values along the x-
axis for the most accurate visual representation of these trends. Table 4.4 represented the single 
standard deviation value from the mean for annual total athletics expenses per student-athlete 
within each of the Power 6 conferences. Figure B4.2 in the appendix conveyed the annual trends 
of median expenses within each of the Power 6 conferences.  
 
A major takeaway in terms of the difference between the means and medians for the 
Power 6 conferences was that the Big 12’s mean total athletics expenses per student-athlete had a 
sharp increase between 2011 and 2012, but the conference’s median expenses did not witness 
that initial sharp increase in expenses until 2012. The University of Nebraska left the Big 12 
before the 2011 football season and according to the University of Nebraska’s financial data, the 
school spent $135,953 on total athletics expenses per student-athlete in its final year in the Big 
12. During this same year, the Big 12’s mean expenses were $150,967 and $162,274 after the 
University of Nebraska’s departure in 2012.  This information helped with the explanation 












Median total athletics expenses per student-athlete, Power 6 conferences 
 
Year  ACC Big 10 Big 12 Big East Pac 12 SEC 
2005 $99,693 $106,199 $126,365 $87,579 $90,273 $137,726 
2006 $102,694 $110,394 $134,034 $76,251 $103,066 $143,773 
2007 $120,065 $122,406 $135,873 $89,767 $112,159 $170,952 
2008 $118,570 $129,478 $139,021 $95,129 $105,953 $162,037 
2009 $120,849 $126,972 $149,517 $104,867 $112,001 $178,403 
2010 $116,268 $133,334 $147,647 $114,748 $114,847 $184,361 
2011 $117,377  $139,293 $138,337 $106,966 $109,759 $191,206 
2012 $121,695 $142,261 $138,427 $113,274 $122,025 $198,847 
2013 $133,835 $142,638 $160,781 $132,423 $131,260 $197,492 
2014 $134,913 $151,171 $180,839   $146,358 $192,871 
2015 $157,124 $152,696 $192,155   $157,986 $209,959 
 
Table 4.4 below depicted the single standard deviation value for expenses per student-
athlete at each of the Power 6 conferences which helped show the degree of variance within each 
conference and as a comparison across all conferences. For instance, a smaller single standard 
deviation value meant that there was less variance in expenses among the schools within a 
conference. A larger standard deviation value revealed greater amounts of variance in expenses 
among the institutions of a conference. It was evident that there was not a similar trend in terms 
of year-to-year increases or decreases in these variances, but conferences like the ACC and Big 
10 showed smaller variances in expenses per student-athlete than conferences like the Big 12 and 
SEC. On average, there was much less variance in expenses per student-athlete within the ACC 
and Big 10 compared to the Big 12 and SEC. One particular conference stood out, as the Big 
East had a single standard deviation from the mean of $20,497 in 2011 and $35,610 in 2012. 
During those same years, West Virginia University spent $117,742 in 2011 and $185.889 in 
2012 compared to the Big East averages of $113,335 and $129,525 respectively. This was just 



















Variance in average total athletics expenses per student-athlete, Power 6 conferences 
 
Year  ACC Big 10 Big 12 Big East Pac 12 SEC 
2005 $37,162 $21,528 $33,952 $15,932 $18,100 $32,101 
2006 $34,687 $25,598 $43,953 $15,090 $22,306 $28,357 
2007 $25,483 $22,634 $36,605 $13,004 $20,951 $38,772 
2008 $25,705 $23,016 $45,941 $10,595 $26,114 $50,309 
2009 $31,329 $25,941 $42,449 $12,539 $28,345 $41,420 
2010 $24,926 $13,926 $43,590 $10,625 $41,545 $45,739 
2011 $30,878 $14,248 $47,915 $20,497 $39,394 $32,168 
2012 $30,151 $20,018 $47,715 $35,610 $41,732 $27,305 
2013 $22,174 $18,815 $43,999 $30,158 $45,017 $28,612 
2014 $36,051 $15,247 $47,016   $46,029 $40,589 
2015 $35,919 $22,272 $51,243   $34,892 $32,201 
  
The main takeaways from the research regarding total athletics expenses per student-
athlete within the Power 6 conferences for each year of the study were that for the exception of a 
few cases, expenses increased each year for each of the Power 6 conference even after I 
controlled for inflation. There were also differences in expenses among each conference and 
between these six conferences. In fact, SEC institutions, on average, spent more than the average 
of all other non-SEC Power 6 institutions for each year of the study, as provided by the results of 
the independent samples t-tests. Next, total athletics expenses per student-athlete within the non-
Power 6 conferences were examined. 
 
Athletics expenses in non-Power 6 conferences. The mean, median and standard 
deviation were calculated for each of the non-Power 6 conferences and an independent samples 
t-test was run to determine whether or not there were any significant (p<.05) differences in 
expenses between each conference compared to all other non-Power 6 conferences. Once again, 
the notion of an athletics arms race found in previous literature played a role within the 
evaluation of trends and differences of athletics expenses across individual non-Power 6 
conferences. Table 4.5 below and Figure B4.3 in the appendix represented the average annual 
expenses per student-athlete within the non-Power 6 conferences between 2005 and 2015. Figure 
B4.3 showed an increase in expenses across all conferences from 2005 to 2015 with the AAC 
owning the highest averages amongst all non-Power 6 conferences during its two years of 
existence (2014-2015). Though the AAC had high average expenses compared to the other 
conferences, it was important to note that some member institutions from the Big East joined the 
newly formed AAC in 2014. The University of Cincinnati, the University of Connecticut, the 
University of Louisville, Rutgers University and the University of South Florida all moved to the 
AAC from the Big East, which could help explain the higher conference average. Rutgers 
University and the University of Louisville, however, competed in the AAC for only one year 
before both shifted back into the Power 6 in the Big 10 and ACC respectively. Based on Figure 
B4.3, the largest drop-offs in expenses occurred from 2012 to 2015 in the MW conference and 
between 2013 and 2014 in CUSA.  
 
THE PRICE TO PLAY BALL 
26 
 
In order to understand changes in athletics expenses per student-athlete within specific 
conferences, it remained important to look at any conference shifters involving these 
conferences. CUSA lost the University of Houston, the University of Memphis and the 
University of Central Florida to the AAC. CUSA gained Florida Atlantic University, Florida 
International University, Louisiana Tech University, Middle Tennessee State University, Old 
Dominion University, the University of Texas-San Antonio and the University of North Texas. 
Unsurprisingly, CUSA’s average for total athletics expenses per student-athlete decreased from 
2013 to 2014 as the three departed institutions each spent more than $111,000 per student-athlete 
in 2013 and CUSA’s conference average dropped from $96,186 in 2013 to $81,870 the following 
year after those departures. Within the MW conference, additions to its membership after 2012 
included California State University-Fresno, the University of Hawaii and the University of 
Nevada-Reno in 2013 and San Jose State University and Utah State University in 2014.  
 
Table 4.5 
Mean total athletics expenses per student-athlete, non-Power 6 conferences 
 
Year AAC CUSA MAC MW Sun Belt WAC 
2005  $64,629 $49,492 $58,880 $39,172 $53,978 
2006  $72,577 $49,007 $65,741 $39,671 $57,922 
2007  $76,982 $52,727 $67,503 $42,966 $63,528 
2008  $79,764 $55,374 $76,999 $44,039 $66,645 
2009  $84,525 $56,507 $80,225 $49,278 $69,924 
2010  $87,693 $57,271 $89,180 $49,691 $69,291 
2011  $89,310 $55,877 $88,784 $52,090 $67,875 
2012  $90,679 $58,930 $96,602 $58,868 $68,295 
2013  $96,186 $61,140 $94,700 $64,195 $69,200 
2014 $120,220 $81,870 $64,863 $88,080 $64,542  
2015 $111,148 $80,772 $68,214 $87,891 $67,305  
 
Table 4.6 below shows the results of independent samples t-tests for each of the non-
Power 6 conferences, by year, in terms of comparative average expenses against the rest of the 
conferences. Only mean differences that were significant (p<.05) were provided in the table. Of 
note was how much more, on average, the AAC spent per student-athlete compared to the other 
conferences during the two years of this study. The mean difference between the AAC and the 
rest of the conferences dropped from 2014 to 2015, the year in which Rutgers University and the 
University of Louisville left to join Power 6 conferences. Prior to the AAC’s inception, CUSA 
spent more on average than the other conferences each year, while the MW spent more than the 
others each year from 2008 to 2013 ranging from $16,354 to $28,798 more than the other 
conferences collectively. The MAC average was less than the average of the rest in each year 
from 2006 to 2015 and ranged from $9,727 to $23,074 less than the others during those years. 
The Sun Belt was the only other conference that had a single year in which its average expenses 
were less than the average of the rest of the conferences. The Sun Belt had a lower average in 
nine of the 11 years of the study (2005-2011, 2014-2015) and ranged from $16,490 to $23,777 
less than the average of the other conferences. 
 
 




Significant (p<.05) differences in mean total athletics expenses per student-athlete, non-Power 6 
 
Year AAC CUSA MAC MW Sun Belt WAC 
2005  +$5,263   -$16,490  
2006  +$5,729 -$9,727  -$20,056  
2007  +$5,911 -$9,894  -$20,725  
2008  +$6,815 -$10,482 +$16,505 -$23,777  
2009  +$6,666 -$13,511 +$16,354 -$21,422  
2010  +$8,861 -$15,354 +$24,453 -$23,550  
2011  +$7,963 -$17,324 +$23,923 -$20,615  
2012  +$8,731 -$18,502 +$28,798   
2013  +$8,999 -$19,941 +$24,024   
2014 +$44,688  -$23,074  -$20,888  
2015 +$35,026  -$16,118  -$16,522  
 
The median and single standard deviation values for expenses per student-athlete within 
each non-Power 6 conference for each year of the study were presented below in Table 4.7 and 
Table 4.8 respectively. Figure B4.4 in the appendix represented the annual trends in median total 
expenses per student-athlete at the non-Power 6 conferences from 2005 to 2015. Median values 
represented the middle point for expenses within each conference for each year. For instance, in 
2013, half of CUSA’s schools spent more than $99,022 while half of the schools in the Sun Belt 
conference spent more than $59,941. Figure B4.4 provided a visual representation of the annual 
trends for these median values over the course of the study within each non-Power 6 conference.  
 
Table 4.7 
Median total athletics expenses per student-athlete, non-Power 6 conferences 
 
Year AAC CUSA MAC MW Sun Belt WAC 
2005   $62,542 $49,221 $63,457 $39,332 $53,266 
2006   $65,848 $48,785 $64,734 $38,059 $55,728 
2007   $70,029 $51,960 $70,898 $38,619 $62,900 
2008   $72,292 $53,948 $75,615 $46,950 $70,191 
2009   $75,097 $54,812 $82,259 $47,913 $68,246 
2010   $85,674 $59,085 $78,091 $47,005 $63,181 
2011   $83,775 $55,726 $79,580 $44,875 $63,252 
2012   $88,034 $59,781 $87,781 $52,423 $63,351 
2013   $99,022 $61,011 $86,975 $59,941 $66,912 
2014 $121,208 $82,562 $65,570 $87,485 $65,480   
2015 $112,656 $76,679 $65,527 $92,787 $68,344   
 
The standard deviation table, Table 4.8, represented the degrees of variance in expenses 
within each of these conferences for each year of the study. The larger the value represented the 
greater degree of variance within the conference. The conference shifters added to the 
understanding of any changes in variances over time within the conferences. For instance, the 
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AAC lost both Rutgers University and the University of Louisville to Power 6 conferences after 
2014 and the AAC’s single standard deviation value dropped from $17,059 to $5,411. The MW 
conference witnessed an increase of over two times its single standard deviation value from 2009 
to 2010, but then witnessed a decrease in its single standard deviation value by nearly half from 
2013 to 2014. Though the conference’s membership remained unchanged between 2009 and 
2010, the University of Nevada-Las Vegas increased its per student-athlete expenses from 
$102,743 to $170,112. This information aided with the understanding of the high degree of 
variance in expenses within the MW. Between 2013 and 2014, the MW conference added San 
Jose State University and Utah State University which spent $70,031 and $68,392 respectively in 
2014. The MW conference average the year prior was $94,700, which helped explain the 
variance in MW expenses in 2014 compared to 2013. 
 
Table 4.8 
Variance in average total athletics expenses per student-athlete per non-Power 6 conference 
 
Year AAC CUSA MAC MW Sun Belt WAC 
2005   $19,623 $6,962 $18,569 $9,771 $11,635 
2006   $14,129 $8,141 $17,252 $9,855 $13,586 
2007   $14,114 $6,626 $16,685 $12,786 $15,769 
2008   $16,899 $5,937 $21,024 $10,787 $16,612 
2009   $17,703 $8,089 $15,697 $12,541 $16,646 
2010   $17,361 $10,323 $38,218 $12,685 $15,013 
2011   $16,927 $7,186 $30,790 $14,291 $13,857 
2012   $18,857 $9,523 $33,664 $17,165 $11,029 
2013   $18,747 $8,697 $35,553 $15,859 $6,014 
2014 $17,059 $12,668 $8,693 $18,976 $13,225   
2015 $5,411 $10,616 $12,170 $20,698 $14,642   
 
 The results of the research regarding total athletics expenses per student-athlete within 
each of the non-Power 6 conference for each year from 2005 to 2015 provided insight into not 
only how much these specific conferences’ institutions spent, but also how expenses changed 
over time and how conferences differed from one another in terms of expenses. The first major 
takeaway was that, aside from the AAC, each of the non-Power 6 conferences increased their 
average expenses from the first year to the last even after I controlled for inflation. The AAC was 
only in existence for two years of the study, and despite its decreased average expenses from 
2014 to 2015, its institutions had significantly higher average expenses for both years compared 
to the collective average of each of the other non-AAC non-Power 6 institutions. The creation of 
the AAC and the amount of institutions that shifted from the Big East conference aided in the 
explanation of this phenomenon of the AAC’s considerably higher average total athletics 
expenses per student-athlete values compared to other non-Power 6 institutions.  
 
Another major takeaway from these findings was that for all but one year of the study, 
MAC institutions spent less per student-athlete, on average, compared to the collective average 
of all non-MAC non-Power 6 institutions. The Sun Belt had nine years with less average 
expenses than non-Sun Belt institutions. On average, MAC and Sun Belt institutions spent less 
on athletics per student-athlete than non-MAC or non-Sun Belt institutions respectively. The 
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next variable examined was total athletics subsidy per student-athlete within each of the Power 6 
conferences and within each of the non-Power 6 conferences.  
 
Athletics subsidy in Power 6 conferences. In order to determine whether or not there 
were changes and differences in total athletics subsidy per student-athlete within Power 6 
conferences, evaluations were undertaken for the mean, median and standard deviation for each 
conference and independent samples t-tests were conducted to determine whether or not there 
were any significant (p<.05) differences in average subsidy per student-athlete at each 
conference compared to the average of the other Power 6 conferences combined. Mean total 
athletics subsidy per student-athlete for each of the Power 6 conferences was calculated for each 
year of the study. This was done in order to not only understand how much subsidy, on average, 
each Power 6 conference required to offset athletics expenses, but also to compare these subsidy 
values across the six conferences. The average subsidy per student-athlete values were presented 
below in Table 4.9 and in Figure B4.5 in the appendix, which represented the annual averages 
among each conference and how each individual conference compared to the other Power 6 
conferences.  
 
Table 4.9 showed that average subsidy per student-athlete ranged from as low as $2,023 
in the SEC in 2015 up to $42,630 in the Big East for its final year of existence in 2013. The Big 
10 and Big 12 conferences never eclipsed $10,000 in any given year, while the SEC only did so 
once at $10,327 in 2008. Each year, the ACC and Pac 12 conferences recorded per student-
athlete subsidy averages between $10,000 and $20,000 while the Big East ranged from $18,614 
to $42,630 in average per student-athlete subsidy. Figure B4.5 provided a visual representation 
of annual trends in average subsidy per student-athlete by Power 6 conferences. Figure B4.5 
showed a steady increase in average subsidy incurred by the Big East conference. It also 
highlighted that the Big 12 and SEC were the only two conferences in which average subsidy per 
student-athlete values actually decreased between the first and last years of the study. 
 
In order to understand changes in average subsidy per student-athlete, it was important to 
examine the data from some of the conference shifters involved with these conferences. Even 
though the third research question sought to determine differences in expenses, subsidy and 
percent subsidy between conference shifters and non-shifters, it was deemed important to see 
how, if at all, any conferences shifters may have affected a conference’s average for subsidy per 
student-athlete. An example of impact involved review of West Virginia University and the Big 
East. The Big East’s conference average for subsidy per student-athlete increased from $30,367 
in 2012 to $42,630 in 2013, whereas West Virginia University’s subsidy per student-athlete 
value decreased from $8,980 to $8,938 during that same span. This was particularly important 
since West Virginia University shifted from the Big East to the Big 12 between those two years. 
After the school’s departure, the Big East’s conference average for subsidy per student-athlete 
increased by over $12,000.  
 
The Pac 12’s average subsidy per student-athlete increased from $15,675 to $19,357 
between 2011 and 2012. One particular conference shift that occurred between those two years 
was the University of Colorado joined the Pac 12 from the Big 12. The University of Colorado 
brought with it to the Pac 12 per student-athlete subsidy values of $50,656 and $51,870 
respectively. While the Pac 12 witnessed an increase in its average subsidy per student-athlete 
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between those two years, the Big 12 decreased its average subsidy per student-athlete from 
$9,144 to $5,265 the year after the departure of the University of Colorado. 
 
Table 4.9 
Mean total athletics subsidy per student-athlete, Power 6 conference 
 
Year ACC Big 10 Big 12 Big East Pac 12 SEC 
2005 $11,055 $5,212 $7,694 $18,614 $11,513 $6,798 
2006 $14,123 $5,638 $9,802 $20,001 $15,967 $6,396 
2007 $12,972 $5,342 $8,251 $22,795 $16,038 $8,576 
2008 $13,577 $4,669 $8,154 $23,738 $13,177 $10,327 
2009 $16,409 $4,619 $8,706 $26,705 $14,130 $9,942 
2010 $16,193 $3,774 $7,337 $28,338 $14,615 $9,704 
2011 $14,267 $3,957 $9,144 $28,600 $15,675 $2,701 
2012 $15,836 $3,382 $5,265 $30,367 $19,357 $2,581 
2013 $15,118 $3,166 $6,338 $42,630 $14,251 $3,520 
2014 $15,617 $3,056 $5,411  $15,096 $2,281 
2015 $13,174 $7,441 $5,900  $15,872 $2,023 
 
Independent samples t-tests were also run to determine whether or not, on average, 
subsidy per student-athlete values were different between each Power 6 conference as a whole 
compared to the rest of the Power 6 conferences as a whole for each year from 2005 to 2015. 
Table 4.10 below provided the findings, per conference and per year, in terms of significant 
(p<.05) differences in mean subsidy per student-athlete compared to the rest of the Power 6 
conferences. Only significant (p<.05) differences were provided in Table 4.10. The results of the 
independent samples t-tests explained, by year, the average total athletics subsidy per student-
athlete differences between the collective of institutions in one conference compared to the 
average subsidy values at the other Power 6 institutions collectively. This helped with the 
understanding of whether or not there were any significant differences in average subsidy within 
one conference compared to the institutions within the other conferences collectively. For 
instance, if the independent samples t-test revealed $5,000 for the ACC in 2008, that explained 
that ACC schools in 2008 reported, on average, $5,000 more in subsidy per student-athlete than 
the average of all of the non-ACC Power 6 schools for that specific year. 
 
T-tests revealed that, on average, in each year of operation, the Big East had higher 
average subsidy per student-athlete values than the other Power 6 conferences as a whole. The 
Big East incurred anywhere from $3,424 to $10,799 more on athletics subsidy per student-athlete 
in any given year compared to the other conferences as a whole. The year in which the Big East 
had its highest average subsidy per student-athlete difference compared to the other conferences 
was the year that West Virginia University was no longer in the conference (2013). The two 
years in which the Pac 12 reported higher average total subsidy per student-athlete values 
compared to the other Power 6 conferences as a whole were in 2012 and 2014. The University of 
Utah and the University of Colorado both entered the conference in 2012, and 2014 was the first 
year in which the Big East was no longer in operation. The ACC also had one year (2014) in 
which its affiliates had higher average total subsidy per student-athlete figures than the other 
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conferences as a whole, but that was also the year after the Big East disbanded and could no 
longer lead, or trail, the pack in terms of average total subsidy per student-athlete.  
 
The Big 10 had the greatest number of years in which its institutions reported smaller 
average total athletics subsidy per student-athlete values compared to the other Power 6 
conferences as a whole. The Big 10 had eight consecutive years (2007-2014) in which its 
institutions had a smaller average subsidy than the other Power 6 conferences as a whole, 
followed by the SEC with five consecutive years (2011-2015) of smaller average subsidy per 
student-athlete values compared to the other Power 6 conferences as a whole. The Big 12 had 
one such year in which its institutions had a smaller average total subsidy per student-athlete 
compared to the other Power 6 conferences as a whole (2012).    
 
Table 4.10 
Significant (p<.05) differences in mean total athletics subsidy per student-athlete, Power 6 
conferences 
 
Year ACC Big 10 Big 12 Big East Pac 12 SEC 
2005    +$3,813   
2006    +$4,262   
2007  -$7,247  +$3,564   
2008  -$8,053  +$3,424   
2009  -$9,237  +$3,780   
2010  -$9,951  +$5,977   
2011  -$8,348  +$4,789  -$10,120 
2012  -$9,759 -$7,084 +$4,754 +$9,983 -$10,761 
2013  -$9,858  +$10,799  -$9,865 
2014 +$9,485.86 -$5,889   +$9,309 -$7,254 
2015      -$8,439 
 
Median total subsidy per student-athlete figures within each of the Power 6 conferences 
for each of the 11 years of the study were provided below in Table 4.11. The annual trends for 
median subsidy were presented in Figure B4.6 in the appendix. Even with the evaluation of the 
median, the Big East outpaced each of the other conferences for each of the nine years leading up 
to its disbandment. One interesting finding was that the SEC had four years (2011, 2013-2015) in 
which half of its member institutions reported less than $1,000 in total subsidy per student-
athlete while the Big 10 had two such years (2012 and 2014) of less than $1,000 in subsidy. In 
both of the years that the Big 10 had median subsidy less than $1,000, the University of 
Nebraska was a conference member and the school never reported a subsidy above $0 for any 
year within the 11 years of this study. The SEC admitted Texas A&M University and the 
University of Missouri in 2013 and since then, the SEC had median subsidy values under $1,000. 
Texas A&M University reported $0 in subsidy for 2015 while the University of Missouri 
reported $0 in both 2013 and 2014. The SEC actually reported $0 in median subsidy in both 
2011 and 2015 and only $3 in 2014. This meant that half of the institutions in the SEC reported 
individual subsidy amounts of $3 or less in 2011, 2014 and 2015. 
 
 




Median total athletics subsidy per student-athlete per Power 6 conference 
 
 Year ACC Big 10 Big 12 Big East Pac 12 SEC 
2005 $12,468 $4,622 $7,811 $17,618 $9,726 $7,234 
2006 $14,510 $5,780 $6,603 $17,100 $10,154 $6,998 
2007 $13,123 $5,046 $7,484 $22,489 $14,631 $7,765 
2008 $13,514 $3,626 $7,509 $24,369 $11,574 $8,075 
2009 $15,794 $3,240 $8,576 $28,415 $15,533 $8,585 
2010 $14,725 $2,562 $7,331 $30,063 $16,036 $8,024 
2011 $15,255 $2,767 $6,604 $28,411 $14,315 $0 
2012 $14,377 $856 $4,996 $33,166 $18,493 $1,166 
2013 $13,195 $1,034 $5,664 $38,558 $15,303 $525 
2014 $12,687 $872 $4,314   $15,542 $3 
2015 $12,751 $1,050 $4,915   $13,304 $0 
 
Table 4.12 below showed the single standard deviation from the mean value for each of 
the Power 6 conferences in terms of total subsidy per student-athlete. This information helped 
paint a picture of variations in total subsidy per student-athlete within each Power 6 conference. 
The greatest single standard deviation of the mean was in 2013 within the Big East at $24,009. 
Once again, this was the conference’s final year of existence and the year in which West Virginia 
University and its lower than average subsidy values was no longer in the conference. 
 
Table 4.12 
Variance in average total athletics subsidy per student-athlete, Power 6 conferences 
 
Year ACC Big 10 Big 12 Big East Pac 12 SEC 
2005 $4,533 $5,009 $5,368 $12,339 $7,995 $5,792 
2006 $3,879 $4,943 $11,796 $10,609 $15,625 $4,806 
2007 $3,994 $4,914 $5,503 $10,583 $13,638 $6,031 
2008 $4,029 $4,554 $5,995 $11,156 $9,567 $8,964 
2009 $4,967 $4,964 $7,492 $13,308 $9,520 $8,319 
2010 $4,414 $4,095 $7,438 $14,356 $8,554 $8,999 
2011 $7,635 $4,496 $14,594 $16,121 $11,416 $4,118 
2012 $7,103 $3,951 $4,525 $14,257 $15,786 $3,142 
2013 $7,384 $4,240 $5,437 $24,009 $8,734 $6,060 
2014 $8,697 $4,133 $5,485   $11,555 $2,777 
2015 $3,310 $12,660 $5,658   $13,327 $2,989 
  
Some takeaways from the evaluation of total athletics subsidy per student-athlete at 
Power 6 conferences was that these values appeared to have stayed rather consistent, if not 
having decreased across each of the conferences from 2005 to 2015. The only exception to this 
was within the Big East. The independent samples t-test provided another major takeaway, 
showing that Big East institutions, on average, required more average subsidy per student-athlete 
than the collective average of non-Big East Power 6 institutions for each year between 2005 and 
2013. The Big 10 and SEC institutions had lower average subsidy values compared to their 
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Power 6 peers for eight years and five years respectively. A final important takeaway regarding 
total subsidy per student-athlete within Power 6 institutions was the SEC’s median subsidy per 
student-athlete. That amount was $3 or less for three of the last five years of the study. No other 
conference had a single year median value under $856. For those three years, half of the SEC 
institutions reported $3 or less in total athletics subsidy per student-athlete. Next, total athletics 
subsidy per student-athlete was evaluated within each of the non-Power 6 conferences. 
 
Athletics subsidy in non-Power 6 conferences. In order to determine changes over time 
and differences in total athletics subsidy per student-athlete across the non-Power 6 conferences, 
the annual mean, median and standard deviation was calculated for each of the non-Power 6 
conferences. Each conference’s average was compared to the average of the other non-Power 6 
conferences combined via independent samples t-tests. Mean total athletics subsidy per student-
athlete values for each of the Power 6 conferences were calculated for each year of the study in 
order to understand how much, on average, each non-Power 6 conference required some form of 
subsidy to offset their athletics expenses, and were compared across these six conferences. Table 
4.13 below and Figure B4.7 in the appendix provided the average per student-athlete subsidy 
amounts within each conference for each year of the study. One noticeable finding related to 
non-Power 6 subsidy per student-athlete averages was the starting point for each of the 
conferences. Aside from the MAC, the non-Power 6 conferences appeared to have very similar 
per student-athlete subsidy averages in 2005 and each increased its conference average for 
athletics subsidy from 2005 to 2015. CUSA had the most drastic increase over time, but 
witnessed a decrease after 2013. Akin to its expenses, the AAC also outpaced each other 
individual conference in average subsidy per student-athlete for both years of this study.  
 
 To help make sense of some of the more notable increases or decreases, it was important 
to look at conference membership between the years with notable changes. Between 2009 and 
2010, the MW increased its average subsidy from $33,845 to $43,488. As mentioned previously 
in regards to its notable change in single standard deviation for spending, the University of 
Nevada-Las Vegas appeared to be a major player for such change. Once again, the school 
appeared to be the primary culprit for such a drastic increase in the MW conference average for 
per student-athlete subsidy as the school’s subsidy per student-athlete amount rose from $44,673 
in 2009 to $98,004 in 2010.  
 
The Sun Belt and WAC had large increases between 2012 and 2013. Both increased its 
respective conference subsidy per student-athlete average by over $6,000. The Sun Belt added 
recent Football Bowl Subdivision (FBS) newcomer the University of South Alabama in 2013. 
The university’s total athletics subsidy per student-athlete value of $46,015 was clearly above the 
Sun Belt’s previous year’s average subsidy of $35,541. In the case of the WAC, California State 
University-Fresno, the University of Hawaii and the University of Nevada-Reno left the 
conference after 2012, while the University of Texas-San Antonio joined the conference in 2013. 
The WAC’s conference average for subsidy per student-athlete was $34,745 in 2012 and 
California State University-Fresno, the University of Hawaii and the University of Nevada-Reno 
had subsidy values of $32,248, $30,684 and $24,307 respectively that same year while the 
University of Texas-San Antonio reported a per student-athlete subsidy of $43,421 in 2013.  
 
 




Mean total athletics subsidy per student-athlete, non-Power 6 conferences 
 
Year AAC CUSA MAC MW Sun Belt WAC 
2005  $22,251 $34,783 $23,393 $22,385 $22,853 
2006  $28,455 $34,417 $27,479 $22,827 $27,845 
2007  $29,674 $37,569 $28,531 $24,297 $26,379 
2008  $35,004 $38,261 $33,491 $26,105 $28,981 
2009  $38,280 $40,299 $33,845 $28,993 $31,311 
2010  $40,229 $42,877 $43,488 $28,696 $30,707 
2011  $43,912 $41,356 $42,217 $30,864 $32,235 
2012  $46,421 $42,772 $44,847 $35,541 $34,745 
2013  $49,209 $43,022 $42,350 $42,389 $40,937 
2014 $47,622 $47,489 $45,463 $39,503 $40,606  
2015 $50,522 $46,880 $47,248 $38,686 $42,497  
  
The findings from independent samples t-tests between each non-Power 6 conference’s 
annual average subsidy per student-athlete and the annual averages of the other conferences 
combined for each year of the study were presented below in Table 4.14. Only mean differences 
of significance (p<.05) were presented in the table and discussed. The results of the t-tests 
showed that there were not many years with significant (p<.05) differences in conference 
averages for subsidy per student-athlete throughout the study. In no year during the study were 
the AAC, CUSA or WAC found to have had a significant difference in average subsidy 
compared to the averages of the other conferences as a whole. On three occasions in a row, 
between 2008 and 2010, the Sun Belt had lower average subsidy per student-athlete values than 
its peers. The only other conference with a lower average subsidy than its peers for any year of 
the study was the MW in 2015. The MAC’s average subsidy was higher than the other 
conferences as a whole for five straight years from 2005 to 2009. No other conference had 
significantly higher average subsidy per student-athlete values than the collective of its peers 


























AAC CUSA MAC MW Sun Belt WAC 
2005   +$10,417    
2006   +$7,754    
2007   +$10,416    
2008   +$7,647  -$8,185  
2009   +$7,393  -$7,355  
2010     -$10,669  
2011       
2012       
2013       
2014       
2015    -$7,777   
 
The median and single standard deviation values for athletics subsidy per student-athlete 
at each non-Power 6 conference during each year of the study were provided below in Table 4.15 
and Table 4.16 respectively. Median values aided with the definition of the middle point for each 
conference and described that half of the schools fell below and above that value for subsidy per 
student-athlete. Figure B4.8 in the appendix provided a visual representation of the annual trends 
for median subsidy within each conference. There were no notable differences in mean and 
median subsidy per student-athlete at any of the non-Power 6 conferences for any of the years of 
the study, but Table 4.16 helped pinpoint where there were notable variances within each 
conference. For instance, there were only three years in which a conference had a single standard 
deviation value greater than $20,000 for subsidy per student-athlete and each of those occurred 
in the MW conference. Those years were 2010, 2012 and 2013 and the conference’s 2011 single 
standard deviation value was still over $17,000. During those four years, the University of 
Nevada-Las Vegas reported subsidy per student-athlete values between $80,085 and $106,340 
while the MW conference average ranged from $42,217 to $44,847 during the same span. This 
helped explain the high variance in average subsidy per student-athlete within the MW 

















Median total athletics subsidy per student-athlete per non-Power 6 conference 
 
 Year AAC CUSA MAC MW Sun Belt WAC 
2005   $24,919 $35,216 $21,155 $19,312 $24,582 
2006   $27,159 $32,808 $22,740 $18,463 $26,386 
2007   $28,974 $37,577 $24,406 $21,643 $25,882 
2008   $36,571 $37,583 $31,234 $22,729 $27,343 
2009   $38,256 $39,324 $33,242 $28,595 $28,184 
2010   $40,836 $42,299 $38,010 $25,930 $29,382 
2011   $45,849 $42,232 $39,161 $25,388 $28,785 
2012   $50,386 $41,859 $39,397 $29,389 $32,868 
2013   $50,481 $41,840 $33,292 $42,897 $40,975 
2014 $49,863 $49,575 $45,246 $37,978 $43,522   
2015 $48,046 $46,790 $47,353 $37,942 $43,375   
 
Table 4.16 
Variance in average total athletics subsidy per student-athlete, non-Power 6 conferences 
 
 Year AAC CUSA MAC MW Sun Belt WAC 
2005   $9,193 $5,939 $8,799 $11,691 $8,807 
2006   $9,249 $6,401 $12,400 $12,156 $10,188 
2007   $9,467 $4,649 $11,699 $11,921 $5,356 
2008   $8,147 $7,015 $11,839 $13,023 $9,154 
2009   $9,641 $5,453 $8,477 $12,583 $8,830 
2010   $11,013 $7,421 $24,739 $14,650 $8,580 
2011   $11,626 $6,786 $17,619 $15,386 $9,126 
2012   $10,643 $7,984 $21,366 $15,017 $8,511 
2013   $13,110 $7,501 $23,524 $15,681 $9,105 
2014 $15,519 $11,798 $5,731 $8,124 $19,179   
2015 $8,793 $12,061 $9,919 $9,276 $15,668   
 
 The most important finding regarding total athletics subsidy per student-athlete within 
non-Power 6 conferences was that each conference experienced increased average subsidy 
values from the beginning to the end of the study. With the exception of the MAC, each of the 
other four non-Power 6 conferences that existed in 2005 had average total athletics subsidy per 
student-athlete figures below $25,000 in 2005. Each conference’s average subsidy increased to 
over $40,000 by the end of the study. Specifically, MAC institutions had a significantly higher 
average subsidy compared to all other non-Power 6 institutions for each year from 2005 through 
2009. Sun Belt institutions had a significantly lower average compared to all of the other non-
Power 6 institutions each year from 2008 to 2010. The MW was the only other conference to 
report a single year subsidy average significantly lower than the rest of the non-Power 6 
institutions. The third and final variable, the variable I created, examined for the first research 
question was percent subsidy per student-athlete at each of the Power 6 conferences and at each 
of the non-Power 6 conferences. The results of these findings were presented next.  




Percent subsidy in Power 6 conferences. The final component of the first research 
question was percent subsidy per student-athlete. This was the variable I created for the 
evaluation and comparison of the percentage of total athletics expenses covered by institutional 
subsidy. In order to determine changes and differences in percent subsidy within Power 6 
conferences, each conference’s average percent subsidy was calculated for each year of the 
study. Next, each institution’s percent subsidy value was used to run independent samples t-tests 
to determine whether or not there were significant (p<.05) differences in percent subsidy within 
one Power 6 conference compared to the other Power 6 conferences combined. Table 4.17 below 
and Figure B4.9 in the appendix show the average percent subsidy by year for each of the Power 
6 conferences. The Big East had the highest percent subsidy each year as shown by both table 
and graph. The Big 10, Big 12 and SEC each had single digit percent subsidy values for each 
year of the study. The ACC, Big 12, Pac 12, and SEC each had a smaller percent subsidy average 
in the final year of the study compared to the first year. The Big 10 had the same percent subsidy 
at both the beginning and the end of the study. Figure B4.9 helped show how steady the percent 
subsidy was for each of the conferences throughout the study, with the exception of the Big East 
between 2012 and 2013. This was the year in which West Virginia University shifted to the Big 
12. A steady percent subsidy revealed that as expenses increased or decreased, so too did the 
corresponding subsidy.  
 
 Some notable findings regarding conference average percent subsidy included the 
following: the SEC’s most recent five years had a 2% or less average percent subsidy; the Big 10 
never had more than 5% in any year; and the Big 12 had no year with a percent subsidy more 
than 7%. Once again, the impact of conference shifters cannot be overlooked. The University of 
Colorado and the University of Utah joined the Pac 12 in 2012 and the conference witnessed an 
increase in percent subsidy in the first year with its new members. The University of Nebraska 
shifted into the Big 10 with its $0 subsidy amount and the Big 10’s average percent subsidy 
decreased from 3% to 2%. The University of Colorado left the Big 12 with a percent subsidy of 
26% in 2011, which resulted in a decrease of the Big 12’s percent subsidy average from 6% in 





















Average percent subsidy per student-athlete, Power 6 conferences 
 
Year ACC Big 10 Big 12 Big East Pac 12 SEC 
2005 10% 5% 6% 24% 12% 5% 
2006 12% 5% 7% 25% 16% 4% 
2007 11% 4% 6% 25% 15% 5% 
2008 11% 4% 5% 25% 12% 6% 
2009 13%  4% 6% 25% 12% 5% 
2010 13%  3% 5% 25% 12% 5% 
2011 11%  3% 6% 25% 13% 1% 
2012 11%  2% 3% 23% 14% 1% 
2013 11%  2% 4% 34% 10% 2% 
2014 11%  2% 3%  10% 1% 
2015 8% 5% 3%  10% 1% 
 
  An independent samples t-test was run to determine whether or not there were any 
significant (p<.05) differences in percent subsidy between each Power 6 conference compared to 
the other Power 6 conferences for each year of the study. Results provided below in Table 4.18 
showed which conferences and which specific years had any significant (p<.05) differences 
between that conference and the rest of the Power 6 conferences in regards to percent subsidy. 
Unlike the calculation for mean percent subsidy used earlier, each institution’s percent subsidy 
was used for the t-tests in order to achieve significance in the findings. For instance, the percent 
subsidy values for each Pac 12 conference institution in 2014 were compared collectively to the 
percent subsidy values for each of the non-Pac 12 institutions to determine whether or not there 
was a significant average difference in percent subsidy between Pac 12 institutions and non-Pac 
12 institutions.  
 
For any significant differences in percent subsidy, the value shown in Table 4.18 did not 
represent a percentage increase or decrease from the mean of the other Power 6 institutions 
combined. The value represented a percentage point difference between that conference’s mean 
percent subsidy and the mean percent subsidy of all other Power 6 institutions. The SEC once 
again led the way with eight years (2006, 2007, 2010-2015) in which its mean percent subsidy 
was lower than the other conferences combined. The Big 10 had seven such years (2008-2014). 
The Big 12 had two (2007, 2012), while the ACC, Pac 12 and Big East did not have any 
individual years in which their mean percent subsidy values were lower than the rest of the 
Power 6 conferences. The ACC had a higher means percent subsidy than the other Power 6 
conferences in 2014 while the Pac 12 had higher percent subsidy values than the other 
conferences in both 2014 and 2015. The Big East, on the other side, had seven straight years 
(2007-2013) leading up to its disbandment with mean percent subsidy values at least 18 
percentage points higher than the mean of the rest of the Power 6 conferences. In 2013, the very 
last year of its existence, the Big East’s percent subsidy was 30 percentage points higher than the 
average of the other Power 6 conferences collectively.  
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 Having examined some of the conference shifters and how leaving one conference and 
joining another may have affected these numbers, it was evident how West Virginia University’s 
departure impacted the mean percent subsidy of the Big East. Each year that the school was part 
of the Big East conference (2005-2012), the school had a percent subsidy between 5% and 8%, 
whereas the Big East had a mean percent subsidy each year between 23% and 25%. Upon West 
Virginia University’s departure, after 2012, the Big East’s mean percent subsidy increased from 
23-34%. This shift could have also explained the Big East’s comparative mean percent subsidy 
difference having increased from 20 percentage points above the other conferences in 2012 to 30 
percentage points higher than the others the following year. The fact that the ACC in 2014 and 
the Pac 12 in both 2014 and 2015 had mean percent subsidy values higher than the rest of the 
conferences in these years could very well coincide with the Big East’s disbandment after the 
2013-2014 year.  
 
Table 4.18 
Significant (p<.05) differences in average percent subsidy per student-athlete, Power 6 
conferences 
 
Year ACC Big 10 Big 12 Big East Pac 12 SEC 
2005       
2006      -7% 
2007   -5% +19%  -6% 
2008  -7%  +18%   
2009  -8%  +18%   
2010  -8%  +18%  -5% 
2011  -7%  +20%  -9% 
2012  -8% -6% +20%  -9% 
2013  -7%  +30%  -8% 
2014 +8% -4%   +6% -5% 
2015     +5% -6% 
  
Average percent subsidy was calculated for each Power 6 conference for every year of 
the study in order to determine how much institutions in each conference relied on institutional 
subsidy in order to offset their athletics expenses, to determine whether or not percent subsidy 
increased or decreased over time and to determine whether or not institutions within a particular 
conference had a significant average difference in percent subsidy compared to the collective of 
all of the other Power 6 institutions. One major finding from this evaluation was that five of the 
six Power 6 conferences showed either consistent or decreased average percent subsidy from 
2005 to 2015 and each of these five Power 6 conference began the study with average percent 
subsidy figures between 5% and 12%. The Big East, on the other hand, had an average percent 
subsidy of 24% in 2005 and ended with a conference average percent subsidy of 34% in 2013, 
the final year of its existence. In fact, for each of the last seven years of its existence, Big East 
institutions, on average, had significantly higher percent subsidy values compared to the 
collective of all non-Big East Power 6 institutions. The Big 10 and SEC each had at least seven 
years between 2005 and 2015 in which its institutions had lower percent subsidy figures than the 
collective of all other Power 6 institutions outside of their respective conferences. Next, annual 
percent subsidy per student-athlete was evaluated at each of the non-Power 6 conferences and 
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each conference’s average per year was compared to the average of all other non-Power 6 
conferences. 
    
Percent subsidy in non-Power 6 conferences. The final evaluation for this first of three 
separate research questions was regarding percent subsidy per student-athlete at the non-Power 6 
conferences. Table 4.19 below and Figure B4.10 in the appendix provided a year-to-year, side-
by-side comparison of these average percent subsidy values and any annual trends in average 
percent subsidy for each conference as a whole over the course of the study. The most notable 
finding from the evaluation of each non-Power 6 conference’s average percent subsidy was that 
only the MAC had a smaller average percent subsidy in the final year of the study than the first 
year. Even then, the MAC’s average percent subsidy only decreased from 70% to 69%. The 
largest average percentage point increases from the first year to the last occurred in CUSA and 
the WAC with increases of 24 and 17 percentage points respectively. The lowest single year 
average percent subsidy was in 2005 in CUSA (34%) and the highest was in 2010 in the MAC 
(75%). During that year, five of the twelve MAC institutions had individual percent subsidy 
values over 75% and the only school that had a percent subsidy under 50% was the University of 
Toledo at 49%. This information did not provide specific information about expenses or subsidy 




Average percent subsidy per student-athlete, non-Power 6 conferences 
 
Year AAC CUSA MAC MW Sun Belt WAC 
2005   34% 70% 40% 57% 42% 
2006   39% 70% 42% 58% 48% 
2007   39% 71% 42% 57% 42% 
2008   44% 69% 43% 59% 43% 
2009   45% 71% 42% 59% 45% 
2010   46% 75% 49% 58% 44% 
2011   49% 74% 48% 59% 47% 
2012   51% 73% 46% 60% 51% 
2013   51% 70% 45% 66% 59% 
2014 40% 58% 70% 45% 63%   
2015 45% 58% 69% 44% 63%   
 
 Independent samples t-tests were run to determine whether or not there were significant 
(p<.05) differences in average percent subsidy between one non-Power 6 conference and the rest 
as a whole for each year of the study. Table 4.20 only showed those values with statistical 
significance (p<.05). A few notable findings from these t-tests included; the Sun Belt and WAC 
did not have a single year in which its respective collective institutions’ average percent subsidy 
was significantly different than the rest of the institutions within other non-Power 6 conferences; 
each year, the MAC institutions collectively had higher average percent subsidy values than the 
rest of the non-Power 6 institutions; and no other conference, in any year, had significantly 
higher average percent subsidy amounts than the rest of the institutions.  
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The average percent subsidy difference from the MAC to the rest of the non-Power 6 
ranged from 16 to 27 percentage points higher in any given year. It was important to note that 
these values did not represent a percentage difference, but they represented percentage point 
differenced in percent subsidy. For instance, in 2015, the average percent subsidy in the MAC 
was 16 percentage points higher than the average of all non-MAC, non-Power 6 institutions. The 
AAC, CUSA and MW all had at least one year in which their institutions collectively had a 
smaller percent subsidy compared to the average percent subsidy of institutions outside of that 
particular conference. The largest negative percent difference found in the t-tests came in 2005 
when the average percent subsidy across CUSA schools was 19 percentage points less than the 
collective average of the rest of the non-Power 6 schools. 
 
Table 4.20  
Significant (p<.05) differences in average percent subsidy per student-athlete, non-Power 6 
conferences 
 
Year AAC CUSA MAC MW Sun Belt WAC 
2005  -19% +26%    
2006  -16% +24%    
2007  -16% +26%    
2008   +21%    
2009   +23% -14%   
2010   +27%    
2011  -10% +23%    
2012   +20% -14%   
2013   +16% -18%   
2014 -18%  +19% -12%   
2015 -14%  +16% -14%   
  
The results of the research regarding the variable I created, percent subsidy per student-
athlete, within each non-Power 6 conference showed that for every conference other than the 
MAC, average percent subsidy actually increased from the first year of the study to the last. The 
MAC only decreased its average percent subsidy from 70% to 69%. The conference with the 
highest average percent subsidy increase from the first year to the last was CUSA with an 
increase from 34% to 58%. When I compared differences between one conference and the rest, 
the MAC institutions had a significantly higher average percent subsidy than its non-MAC non-
Power 6 institutions’ average for each year of the study. Only the AAC, CUSA and the MW 
conference had single year significantly smaller percent subsidy figures compared to all other 
non-Power 6 institutions.  
 
 Summary. Evaluations of annual per student-athlete conference total athletics expenses, 
subsidy and percent subsidy for both Power 6 and non-Power 6 conferences helped not only 
identify these specific annual figures for each conference, but also aided in terms of comparisons 
across the Power 6 and non-Power 6 conferences as well as helped identify annual increases or 
decreases over time. There were major takeaways from the research regarding this first question 
about differences between the Power 6 conferences, as well as between the non-Power 6 
conferences for each variable studied.  
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All of the conferences with the exception of the AAC reported higher total athletics 
expenses per student-athlete averages from the first year of the study to the last. The AAC was 
only in existence for two years of the study and the conference lost both Rutgers University and 
the University of Louisville to Power 6 conference after the first year. Both schools had 
previously been Power 6 conference members prior to joining the AAC and each institution’s 
athletics expenses figures more closely aligned with Power 6 conference averages compared to 
non-Power 6 conference averages. SEC institutions had significantly higher athletics expenses, 
on average, compared to the average of all other non-SEC Power 6 institutions for each year of 
the study. MW institutions had significantly higher average expense figures compared to the 
average of the non-Power 6 non-MW institutions for each year from 2008 to 2013, while AAC 
institutions had higher average expense figures each for 2014 and 2015, their first two years of 
existence. 
 
In regards to total athletics subsidy per student-athlete, Power 6 conferences values 
appeared to have stayed rather consistent if not having decreased across each of the conferences 
from 2005 to 2015 for the exception of increases within the Big East. In fact, Big East 
institutions, on average, required more average subsidy per student-athlete than the collective 
average of non-Big East Power 6 institutions for each year between 2005 and 2013. The Big 10 
and SEC institutions had lower average subsidy values compared to their Power 6 peers for eight 
years and five years respectively. The last important takeaway regarding total subsidy per 
student-athlete within Power 6 institutions was that the SEC’s median subsidy per student-athlete 
was $3 or less for three of the last five years of the study while no other conference had a single 
year median value under $856. For those three years, half of the SEC institutions reported $3 or 
less in total athletics subsidy per student-athlete. 
 
Total athletics subsidy per student-athlete within non-Power 6 conferences was also 
different across each conference, but each conference experienced an increased average subsidy 
from the beginning to the end of the study. With the exception of the MAC, the other four Power 
6 conferences that existed in 2005 each had average total athletics subsidy per student-athlete 
figures below $25,000 in 2005 and each conference’s average subsidy increased to over $40,000 
by the end of the study. Specifically, the MAC institutions had a significantly higher average 
subsidy compared to all other non-Power 6 institutions for each year from 2005 through 2009, 
while the Sun Belt institutions had a significantly lower average compared to all of the other 
non-Power 6 institutions each year from 2008 to 2010. 
 
My research regarding percent subsidy within each conference found that five of the six 
Power 6 conferences showed either consistent or decreased average percent subsidy values from 
2005 to 2015 and each began the study with average percent subsidy values between 5% and 
12%. The Big East, on the other hand, had an average percent subsidy of 24% in 2005 and ended 
with a conference average percent subsidy of 34% in 2013, the final year of its existence. In fact, 
for each of the last seven years of its existence, Big East institutions, on average, had 
significantly higher percent subsidy values compared to the collective of all non-Big East Power 
6 institutions. The Big 10 and SEC each had at least seven years between 2005 and 2015 in 
which their institutions had lower percent subsidy values than the collective of all other Power 6 
institutions outside of their respective conferences.  In terms of percent subsidy within non-
Power 6 conferences, each conference other than the MAC showed an increase in average 
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percent subsidy values from the first year of the study to the last. The MAC only decreased its 
average percent subsidy from 70% to 69%. The conference that had the highest average percent 
subsidy increase from the first year to the last was CUSA with an increase from 34% to 58%. 
The MAC institutions had a significantly higher average percent subsidy than their non-MAC 
non-Power 6 institutions’ average for each year of the study.  
 
The findings from this first research question suggested that there were, in fact, 
differences in total athletics expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy per student-athlete across 
Power 6 conference and across non-Power 6 conferences. However, these differences varied 
across both sets of conferences. The second research question sought to determine whether or not 
there were any differences in total athletics expenses, athletics subsidy and percent subsidy per 
student-athlete between the Power 6 institutions as a whole compared to the non-Power 6 
institutions as a whole for each year of the study. The results of the findings were presented in 
the next section.  
 
Differences between Power 6 and non-Power 6 
 
The findings from my research to determine if there were differences in total athletics 
expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy per student-athlete between the Power 6 conferences6 as a 
whole compared to the non-Power 6 conferences7 as a whole were presented in this section. 
Tables and line graphs were either provided in the body of the paper or referenced to in the 
appendix. Scatterplots for each set of conferences depicting the 11-year averages of total 
athletics expenses and subsidy, expenses and percent subsidy and subsidy and percent subsidy 
per student-athlete were provided in the body of the paper. The difference between this particular 
research question and the first was that this questions compared Power 6 institutions as a whole 
to non-Power 6 institutions as a whole, whereas the first question separated Power 6 institutions 
from non-Power 6 institutions and compared across the individual conferences. Specific 
conference affiliation did not impact the results of this particular research question, but Power 6 
or non-Power 6 conference affiliation did. 
 
Athletics expenses, Power 6 vs. non-Power 6. In order to determine changes over time 
and differences in total athletics expenses per student-athlete within both sets of institutions, the 
mean, median and standard deviation were calculated for both sets of institutions and 
independent samples t-tests were run. Table 4.21 below and Figure B4.11 in the appendix 
represented the per student-athlete expenses averages, by year, for the schools within the Power 
6 conferences compared to the non-Power 6 conferences along with annual trends in athletics 
expenses. Schools that shifted between the two groups were included with the group that they 
were associated with in that given year. For instance, the University of Utah’s data was included 
with the non-Power 6 group of institutions from 2005 to 2011, but shifted to a Power 6 
conference for 2012-2015. The school’s data then became included with the Power 6 data for 
those more current years.  
 
                                                          
6 Atlantic Coast Conference (ACC), Big 10 Conference, Big 12 Conference, Big East Conference, Pacific-12 
Conference (Pac 12), Southeastern Conference (SEC) 
7 American Athletics Conference (AAC), Conference USA (CUSA), Mid-American Conference (MAC), Mountain 
West Conference (MW), Sun Belt Conference, Western Athletic Conference (WAC) 
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 Overall, both the Power 6 and non-Power 6 conferences increased their per student-
athlete expenses averages each year throughout the entirety of the study, with the exception of 
the non-Power 6 average having dipped between 2014 and 2015. Rutgers University and the 
University of Louisville were non-Power 6 members in 2014, but not in 2015. Their respective 
per student-athlete expenses figures were $131,223 and $148,478 in 2014 and $118,198 and 
$167,782 respectively in 2015. The non-Power 6 conference average was $82,277 in 2014 and 
dropped for the only time over the 11-year period to $80,530 in 2015. The shifts of Rutgers 
University and the University of Louisville into the non-Power 6 conference in 2014 could have 
also helped explain the non-Power 6’s increased average for total athletics expenses per student-
athlete by its largest margin between 2013 and 2014. The non-Power 6 average increased by over 
$6,000 to $82,277 from 2013 to 2014 and Rutgers University and the University of Louisville 
reported per student-athlete spending of $131,223 and $148,478, respectively, during that one 
year within the non-Power 6 conferences. 
 
Table 4.21 















An independent samples t-test was run to determine whether or not total athletics 
expenses per student-athlete was significantly (p<.05) different within Power 6 institutions 
compared to non-Power 6 institutions for each year from 2005 to 2015. Table 4.22 below 
provided the findings, per year, in terms of significant (p<.05) differences in mean total athletics 
expenses per student-athlete at Power 6 institutions compared to average expenses of non-Power 
6 institutions as a whole. This helped in understanding whether or not there were any significant 
differences in expenses within one set of institutions compared to the others in the Division 1 
(DI) Football Bowl Subdivision (FBS). These findings indicated that Power 6 conference 
institutions spent more, on average, on athletics than schools in non-Power 6 conferences for 
each year between 2005 and 2015. In fact, the difference in Power 6 expenses per student-athlete 
compared to non-Power 6 schools increased annually each year with the exception of 2009 to 
2010 and this average difference ranged from $63,420 to $99,768. The largest numerical increase 
in differential expenditures occurred between 2014 and 2015, the same year Rutgers University 
and the University of Louisville rejoined Power 6 conferences.  
 
 
Year Power 6  Non-Power 6  
2005 $116,334 $52,914 
2006 $121,719 $56,081 
2007 $129,292 $59,922 
2008 $133,653 $63,061 
2009 $142,758 $66,415 
2010 $143,240 $68,531 
2011 $143,756 $68,582 
2012 $152,972 $72,386 
2013 $158,871 $75,680 
2014 $171,396 $82,277 
2015 $180,291 $80,530 




Significant (p<.05) differences in average total athletics spending per student-athlete, Power 6 
to non-Power 6 
 













The median and single standard deviation values for total athletics expenses per student-
athlete within the institutions of Power 6 conferences and within institutions of non-Power 6 
conferences collectively were presented below in Table 4.23 and Table 4.24 respectively and 
Figure B4.12 in the appendix provided a visual representation of the median. These median 
values represented the middle ground for each year within each specific group of conferences. 
For instance, in 2015, half of the Power 6 institutions spent above $177,368 per student-athlete 
compared to $79,954 as the middle point within non-Power 6 conferences. Figure B4.12 showed 
continuous growth in median athletics expenses for both sets of institutions with the exception of 
the non-Power 6 decrease from 2014 to 2015, which was when Rutgers University and the 



















Year Power 6 Non-Power 6 
2005 $109,837 $50,533 
2006 $114,382 $52,826 
2007 $121,648 $56,475 
2008 $123,454 $59,899 
2009 $134,399 $61,569 
2010 $132,012 $63,113 
2011 $135,489 $63,164 
2012 $143,880 $65,905 
2013 $159,234 $69,413 
2014 $161,368 $79,968 
2015 $177,368 $74,954 
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Table 4.24 represented the degree of variance from the mean within each group of 
schools in terms of total athletics expenses per student-athlete. The higher the value, the greater 
the variation among the group of schools. Interestingly enough, the greatest single-year single 
standard deviation value among the non-Power 6 institutions was less than the smallest single-
year single standard deviation within the Power 6 conferences. This meant that there was greater 
variance in athletics expenses among Power 6 institutions compared to non-Power 6 institutions. 
The largest single standard deviation value within the Power 6 schools occurred in 2015 with a 
single standard deviation of $52,754 and a mean of $180,291. Having evaluated Power 6 schools 
that year, 13 spent over $200,000 on athletics per student-athlete with the University of Texas-
Austin having been the only school that broke the $300,000 mark at $317,024 per student-athlete 
in 2015. That same year, only 13 non-Power 6 schools spent more than $100,000 per student-
athlete with the University of Houston as the highest among Power 6 schools in per student-
athlete expenses at $117,617. 
 
Table 4.24 
















The results of the various calculations and the independent samples t-test regarding total 
athletics expenses per student-athlete at Power 6 institutions and non-Power 6 institutions 
revealed that not only did average expenses increase from 2005 to 2015 at both sets of 
institutions, but average total athletics expenses were significantly higher among Power 6 
institutions compared to non-Power 6 institutions for each year of the study. In fact, Power 6 
institutions spent, on average, $63,420 to $99,768 more per year on athletics per student-athlete 
than their non-Power 6 peers. Also, these two figures represented the 2005 and 2015 differences 
respectively. This fact meant that the difference in expenses increased drastically from the first 
year of the study to the last. In sum, the independent samples t-test revealed that Power 6 
institutions, on average, spent more on athletics per student-athlete than non-Power 6 institutions 
for each year between 2005 and 2015. Next, annual total athletics subsidy per student-athlete 
were evaluated for both Power 6 and non-Power 6 institutions. 
 
Athletics subsidy, Power 6 vs. non-Power 6. The mean, median and standard deviation 
for total athletics subsidy per student-athlete within both Power 6 institutions and non-Power 6 
Year Power 6 Non-Power 6 
2005 $34,196 $16,054 
2006 $36,601 $16,385 
2007 $38,626 $17,458 
2008 $40,373 $18,653 
2009 $42,830 $19,555 
2010 $43,394 $20,607 
2011 $43,385 $20,447 
2012 $46,303 $21,367 
2013 $47,791 $23,243 
2014 $49,523 $26,077 
2015 $52,754 $25,684 
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institutions were calculated for each year of the study. In order to determine differences in 
subsidy between the two sets of institutions, independent samples t-tests were run. Lastly, 
scatterplots were created in order to compare the 11-year averages for total athletics expenses 
and subsidy per student-athlete at Power 6 institutions and non-Power 6 institutions.   
 
The means for total athletics subsidy per student-athlete for Power 6 and non-Power 6 
institutions were calculated for each year of the study in order to not only understand how much, 
on average, each set of institutions required some form of institutional subsidy to offset their 
athletics expenses, but also to compare across both sets of institutions. Table A4.1 in the 
appendix and Figure 4.1 below represented the mean subsidy per student-athlete values per year 
within each group of institutions. Figure 4.1 provided a visual representation of the annual trends 
in per student-athlete subsidy within the two sets of institutions. One noticeable finding from the 
evaluation of average subsidy per student-athlete between these two groups of institutions was 
that the non-Power 6 average subsidy increased each year from 2005 to 2015 whereas the Power 
6 institutions witnessed a decrease in average from the first year to the last. Power 6 institutions 
did witness fluctuation in average per student-athlete subsidy, but their 2015 average per student-
athlete subsidy was less than what it was in 2005. 
 
As evident in Figure 4.1, the Power 6’s average subsidy per student-athlete never 
surpassed the non-Power 6 average and the gap between the two sets of institutions appeared to 
have widened after 2008. The largest single-year decrease in average subsidy per student-athlete 
occurred between 2013 and 2014 within Power 6 institutions. Rutgers University, which left the 
Power 6 for the non-Power 6 after 2013 reported a $62,209 per student-athlete subsidy in 2014, 
which might have explained the Power 6’s average subsidy per student-athlete decrease between 
2013 and 2014. It was interesting to see that in 2014, the 41 highest subsidy per student-athlete 
valued across all DI FBS institutions belonged to members of non-Power 6 conferences. In 
contrast, of the 42 lowest per student-athlete subsidy values, only one came from a non-Power 6 
institution. That one institution was the University of Louisville who joined the non-Power 6 in 
2014 and left in 2015. 
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Table 4.25 below represented the findings from the independent samples t-test regarding 
per student-athlete subsidy averages within Power 6 institutions as a whole in relation to non-
Power 6 institutions as a whole. These values each represented significant (p<.05) differences in 
average per student-athlete subsidy between the Power 6 institutions compared to non-Power 6 
institutions. Each year of the study, the Power 6 institutions collectively had a smaller per 
student-athlete subsidy amount compared to the non-Power 6 institutions and these differences 
ranged from $17,437 to $36,413. As pointed out with Figure 4.1 previously, the average subsidy 
gap widened each year with the exception of between 2014 and 2015. Once again, this was the 
year Rutgers University reentered the Power 6. In 2015, the school had a per student-athlete 
subsidy of $39,876, which was the largest per student-athlete subsidy for any Power 6 institution 
that year. These t-tests results revealed that for each year of the study, Power 6 institutions, on 
average, had significantly smaller total athletics subsidy per student-athlete values compared to 
non-Power 6 institutions. 
 
Table 4.25 
Significant (p<.05) difference in average total athletics subsidy per student-athlete, Power 6 to 
non-Power 6 
 













Median values for annual subsidy per student-athlete at Power 6 and non-Power 
institutions were presented in the appendix with Table A4.2 and in Figure 4.2 below. Figure 4.2 
provided a visual representation of the annual trends in terms of median subsidy at Power 6 
institutions compared to non-Power 6 institutions and it appeared as if median subsidy per 
student-athlete within both sets of institutions grew at similar rates between 2005 and 2009. 
However, as the non-Power 6 institutions’ median continued to rise after 2009, the Power 6 
median decreased continually through 2015. Table A4.2 and Figure 4.2 provided the middle 
point in which half of the institutions fell above and below that number for total athletics subsidy 
per student-athlete for each year of the study. The two years with the greatest difference between 
the medians of the two sets of schools were 2014 and 2015. In both 2014 and 2015, there were 
no Power 6 institutions that reported a per student-athlete subsidy above $40,000 whereas the 
non-Power 6 medians were $44,703 and $45,237 respectively. It was also worth noting that 13 
Power 6 schools in 2014 and 15 Power 6 schools in 2015 reported $0 in per student-athlete 
subsidy. 




Figure 4.2 Median total athletics subsidy per student-athlete in Power 6 and non-Power 6  
 
The single standard deviation values presented below in Table 4.26 compared the 
variance in average per student-athlete subsidy between the Power 6 and non-Power institutions 
for each year from 2005 to 2015. The standard deviation range over the course of the study 
within the Power 6 was $3,354 to $5,404. The range within the non-Power 6 was $8,201 to 
$14,346, actually having increased each year from 2005 to 2015. This information revealed that 
there was greater variance in subsidy among non-Power 6 institutions compared to Power 6 
institutions. In 2013, the year in which the Power 6 saw its greatest single standard deviation 
value, Rutgers University reported $80,091 in total subsidy per student-athlete. Also during 
2013, 13 schools reported $0 in subsidy and a total of 20 schools reported subsidy amounts of 
more than $10,000 per student-athlete. For purposes of comparison, among the non-Power 6 
institutions in 2013, the college with the lowest subsidy was the University of Louisiana-Monroe 
at $13,671 and the school with the highest was the University of Nevada-Las Vegas at $106,340. 
No other non-Power 6 school surpassed $70,000 in per student-athlete subsidy that year, which 
showed just how big of an outlier the University of Nevada-Las Vegas was that year and thus 
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The two scatterplots below in Figure 4.3 and Figure 4.4 represented the 11-year average 
per student-athlete expenses and subsidy values for schools within the Power 6 conferences and 
within the non-Power 6 conferences. Each dot on the scatterplot represented a school’s average 
per student-athlete expense and per student-athlete subsidy while they were members of either a 
Power 6 or non-Power 6 conference throughout the years of the study. For example, the 
University of Utah was in a non-Power 6 conference from 2005 through 2011 and then a Power 
6 conference member from 2012 through 2015. The school was represented on each scatterplot 
and its expense/subsidy average for years 2005-2011 was represented by a dot on Figure 4.4 
(non-Power 6) and its expense/subsidy average for years 2012-2015 was represented by a dot on 
Figure 4.3 (Power 6).  
 
Figure 4.3 and Figure 4.4 provided a visual representation of any clustering that may 
have occurred within each group of institutions. For instance, in Figure 4.4, the Power 6 
institutions had a large cluster in the $100,000-$150,000 average expenses/$0-$20,000 average 
subsidy per student-athlete range. On the other hand, non-Power 6 institutions in Figure 4.4 were 
clustered in the $50,000-$100,000 average expenses/$20,000-$40,000 average subsidy per 
student-athlete range. There were also a number of Power 6 institutions that clustered against the 
y-axis, which represented a nearly $0 average in per student-athlete subsidy throughout the 
course of the study. Notable Power 6 outliers included Rutgers University at an average annual 
per student-athlete subsidy of $45,149 for the 10 out of 11 years it was a Power 6 member and 
the University of Texas-Austin had the largest 11-year average per student-athlete expense at 
$254,224.  
 
The non-Power 6 institution with the largest average per student-athlete subsidy, $66,639, 
belonged to Texas State University, which joined the DI FBS ranks in 2013. The smallest 
average subsidy belonged to the U.S. Military Academy (Army) at $9,837, but that was the only 
year in which it was a non-Power 6 conference member as it went independent after 2005. 
Army’s 11-year average per student-athlete subsidy was $13,126, but only that one year’s data 
was included in the scatterplot. The only two non-Power 6 schools that had average per student-
athlete subsidy values under $20,000 that were non-Power 6 members throughout the entirety of 
Year Power 6 Non Power 6 
2005 $3,716 $8,201 
2006 $4,417 $8,573 
2007 $4,243 $8,835 
2008 $4,220 $9,715 
2009 $4,630 $10,253 
2010 $4,689 $11,332 
2011 $4,920 $11,368 
2012 $5,080 $12,035 
2013 $5,404 $13,400 
2014 $3,354 $13,954 
2015 $3,824 $14,346 
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the study were the University of Louisiana-Monroe and the University of Louisiana-Lafayette at 
$14,888 and $18,027 respectively.  
 
 
Figure 4.3 Total athletics expenses and subsidy per student-athlete, 11-year average for Power 6 
schools 
 
Figure 4.4 Total athletics expenses and subsidy per student-athlete, 11-year average for non-
Power 6 schools 
 
The results of the calculations and tests regarding total athletics subsidy per student-
athlete provided valuable information about subsidy within both Power 6 and non-Power 6 
institutions. One of the biggest takeaways was that between 2005 and 2015, the average subsidy 
per student-athlete among Power 6 institutions actually decreased while the average subsidy per 
student-athlete among non-Power 6 institutions nearly doubled. In fact, the independent samples 
t-tests revealed that not only did Power 6 institutions have a significantly lower average subsidy 
per student-athlete compared to non-Power 6 institutions, but the significant difference increased 
more than two-fold from 2005 to 2015. It was safe to say that Power 6 institutions, on average, 
had lower total subsidy per student-athlete figures compared to their non-Power 6 peers for each 
year of the study. The final component of the second research question sought to determine 
whether or not there were differences in percent subsidy per student-athlete within Power 6 
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Percent subsidy, Power 6 vs. non-Power 6. Average percent subsidy per student-athlete 
was calculated for each year of the study at both Power 6 institutions and non-Power 6 
institutions. The percent subsidy values for each Power 6 institution and for each non-Power 6 
institution were used in independent samples t-tests to determine whether or not there were any 
significant differences in average percent subsidy within Power 6 institutions compared to non-
Power 6 institutions. Four scatterplots were created that represented the 11-year average 
expenses per student-athlete/percent subsidy and subsidy/percent subsidy values within each of 
the Power 6 institutions and within each of the non-Power 6 institutions. 
 
 Table 4.27 below and Figure B4.13 in the appendix showed the average percent subsidy 
values by year for Power 6 institutions and non-Power 6 institutions. Mean percent subsidy of 
Power 6 institutions decreased from 2005 to 2015, while the opposite occurred within the non-
Power 6 conferences. Figure B4.13 provided a visual representation of the annual trends between 
the two sets of institutions and showed that as the Power 6’s mean percent subsidy began to 
decrease after 2009, the non-Power 6’s mean percent subsidy increased each year through 2013. 
This information reflected what was discovered in the calculation of both mean athletics 
expenses per student-athlete and mean subsidy per student-athlete in the previous section.  
 
Table 4.27 















The results of the independent samples t-test that compared mean percent subsidy within 
the Power 6 institutions to non-Power 6 institutions were provided below in Table 4.28. All 
values provided in the table were significant (p<.05) and represented the percentage point 
difference between Power 6 and non-Power 6 institutions for each year of the study. The 
percentage figures in the table did not represent percentage differences, but percentage point 
differences. These results revealed that, on average, for each year of the study, the institutions 
within the Power 6 conferences had a significantly (p<.05) lower average percent subsidy per 
student-athlete compared to non-Power 6 institutions. The percentage point difference between 




Year Power 6 Non-Power 6 
2005 8% 50% 
2006 9% 51% 
2007 9% 50% 
2008 8% 52% 
2009 9% 53% 
2010 8% 54% 
2011 7% 55% 
2012 7% 56% 
2013 7% 57% 
2014 4% 54% 
2015 5% 56% 





Significant (p<.05) difference in average percent subsidy per student-athlete, Power 6 to non-
Power 6 
 













The scatterplots below in Figure 4.5 and Figure 4.6 represented the 11-year average total 
athletics expenses and percent subsidy per student-athlete at each of the Power 6 institutions and 
at each of the non-Power 6 institutions. Institutions like the University of Utah, Rutgers 
University, the University of Cincinnati, the University of Connecticut, the University of 
Louisville and the University of South Florida each had a point on both graphs since they were 
all members of both sets of conferences for at least one year during the study. Their values 
represented their averages or single year value while they were in that specific set of 
conferences. For instance, the University of Utah’s value in the non-Power 6 scatterplot 
represented their 2005-2011 average expenses/average percent subsidy while their point on the 
Power 6 scatterplot represented their averages from 2012-2015. These scatterplots determined 
clusters and both scatterplots had the same x-axis and y-axis ranges that provided a side by side 
comparison. 
 
 One noticeable cluster occurred within the Power 6 conferences around $125,000-
$150,000 in expenses per student-athlete with a per student-athlete percent subsidy between 0%-
10%. In fact, there were 15 institutions that fell into this specific category. The school that had 
the highest per student-athlete expenses average in the Power 6 was the University of Texas-
Austin at $254,224, but its average per student-athlete percent subsidy was 0.7% due to its 
$1,787 average per student-athlete subsidy. The school with the highest average per student-
athlete percent subsidy was Rutgers University at 49.3%. Its average for per student-athlete 
expenses was $91,546 while its average per student-athlete subsidy was $45,149 for the 10 years 
that it was a member of a Power 6 conference. The only other Power 6 schools with average per 
student-athlete percent subsidy values over 30% were the University of Cincinnati and the 
University of South Florida. Both left the Power 6 after 2013, the year in which their conference, 
the Big East, disbanded. 
 
There was a less definitive cluster within the non-Power 6 conferences which revealed 
greater variance in average expense/percent subsidy per student-athlete. One takeaway was for 
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certain. The non-Power 6 conferences had a much higher average per student-athlete percent 
subsidy and much smaller average expenses per student-athlete. Only a few Power 6 conference 
institutions had average per student-athlete expenses less than $100,000 whereas the majority of 
non-Power institutions, on average, spent less than $100,000 on athletics per student-athlete. In 
terms of average percent subsidy per student-athlete, the majority of non-Power 6 institutions 
averaged more than 30% compared to only a few such institutions within the Power 6.  
 
The outliers in terms of average percent subsidy per student-athlete within the non-Power 
6 were the University of Louisville and Eastern Michigan University at 10.1% and 86.6% 
respectively. The University of Louisville was only a non-Power 6 school in 2005 (CUSA) and 
2014 (AAC), while Eastern Michigan University was a non-Power 6 member for all 11 years of 
the study. Eastern Michigan University’s average expenses per student-athlete was less than the 
majority of other non-Power 6 schools at $50,313, while the University of Louisville had the 
third highest non-Power 6 average expenses at $120,406. The University of Louisville was only 
a non-Power 6 school for two years during the study. The only non-Power 6 schools with higher 
average per student-athlete expenses were the University of Nevada-Las Vegas and Rutgers 
University, but they had much higher average percent subsidy amounts of 51.1% and 47.4% 
respectively. Rutgers was a non-Power 6 school for just one year in 2014 while the University of 
Nevada-Las Vegas was a non-Power 6 member for each year of the study. 
 
 
Figure 4.5 Total athletics expenses and percent subsidy per student-athlete, 11-year average for 





























Figure 4.6 Total athletics expense and percent subsidy per student-athlete, 11-year average for 
non-Power 6 institutions 
 
The two scatterplots below in Figure 4.7 and Figure 4.8 represented the 11-year averages 
for total athletics subsidy and percent subsidy per student-athlete of each Power 6 and non-Power 
6 institution. Each point represented a school’s average while it participated in either a Power 6 
or non-Power 6 conference. Scatterplots helped show trends between the two variables and 
provided a comparison to the scatterplots above regarding expenses and percent subsidy. The 
same x-axis and y-axis values were used for both sets of institutions for purposes of comparison 
between the Power 6 and non-Power 6 conferences. These two scatterplots suggested that as 
subsidy increased, so too did percent subsidy. This was particularly evident within the Power 6 
conferences as a more noticeable line of increase existed within the scatterplot with a tight 
cluster along that line. This line was present, yet not nearly as defined within the non-Power 6 
conferences. 
 
 The most noticeable cluster within the Power 6 scatterplot occurred between $0 and 
$10,000 average subsidy and between 0 and 10 percent subsidy per student-athlete. In fact, 39 of 
the 55 schools that participated for at least one year in a Power 6 conference had a 10% or less 
average percent subsidy. Of these 39 schools, 33 also had average subsidy per student-athlete 
values less than $10,000. This suggested that even though the remaining six schools had less 
than a 10 percent subsidy per student-athlete average, their average per student-athlete expenses 
were so large that their percent subsidy averages were so small. These six schools were Florida 
State University, Georgia Institute of Technology, Mississippi State University, Oklahoma State 
University, Texas Tech University and the University of Tennessee. Their average per student-
athlete expenses ranged from $132,095 to $223,569 and their average subsidy per student-athlete 
values ranged from $11,157 to $15,427. 
 
 There were nine Power 6 schools that had an average percent subsidy per student-athlete 
less than 1% and three schools reported $0 in per student-athlete subsidy for each of the years of 
the study. The three schools with $0 subsidy were Louisiana State University, Pennsylvania State 
University and the University of Nebraska. The remaining six schools with an average per 
student-athlete percent subsidy under 1% were Purdue University, The Ohio State University, the 
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University of Oklahoma. The three Power 6 institutions with the highest average percent subsidy 
per student-athlete values also had the three highest average subsidy per student-athlete values 
during the study. These three universities were Rutgers University, the University of Cincinnati 
and the University of South Florida, all members of the Big East conference at the time of its 
disbandment.  
 
Figure 4.7 Total athletics subsidy and percent subsidy per student-athlete, 11-year average for 
Power 6 schools 
 
 Figure 4.8 below did not show similar signs of clusters among the non-Power 6 
institutions like Figure 4.7 above did among the Power 6 institutions. There were, however, 
outliers that needed to be discussed. Eastern Michigan University and its highest average per 
student-athlete percent subsidy was already addressed, but three other non-Power 6 schools 
topped 80% in terms of average per student-athlete percent subsidy. These three schools were 
Florida International University (80.5%), Texas State University (80.7%) and New Mexico State 
University (84%). Florida International University and New Mexico State University belonged to 
non-Power 6 conferences throughout the entirety of the study, but Texas State University joined 
the DI FBS ranks in 2013. Thus, Texas State University’s average only included three years of 
data. Their 11-year data was included later with the examination of the differences between 
conference shifters and non-shifters. Only its 2013-2015 was included here since those were the 
three years in which the school was a member of a non-Power 6 conference.  
 
There were only 10 non-Power 6 schools that had less than a 40% average per student-
athlete percent subsidy. The University of Louisville had the smallest percentage at 10.1%, but 
was only in a non-Power 6 conference two years. The other nine schools under 40%, ranging 
from smallest to largest average percent subsidy were the University of Utah (26.1%), Boise 
State University (30.6%), California State University-Fresno (30.6%), the University of Hawaii 
(31.4%), the University of Memphis (32.3%), the University of New Mexico (34%), Army 
(37.4%), the University of Connecticut (38.5%) and the University of Southern Mississippi 
(39%). The University of Utah joined the Pac 12 in 2012, Army went independent after 2005 and 


























Figure 4.8 Total athletics subsidy and percent subsidy per student-athlete, 11-year average for 
non-Power 6 schools 
 
 On average, Power 6 institutions had a significantly smaller percent subsidy per student-
athlete compared to their non-Power 6 peers for each year between 2005 and 2015. In fact, the 
average percent subsidy gap between the two sets of institutions actually increased from 43% to 
52% between 2005 and 2015. These findings suggested that, on average, Power 6 institutions 
had a smaller percent subsidy than non-Power 6 institutions. The four scatterplots provided 
information regarding the 11-year averages for total athletics expenses and percent subsidy per 
student athlete and total subsidy and percent subsidy per student-athlete at each institution within 
the Power 6 and non-Power 6 conferences. This information helped provide information about 
clusters of institutions and allowed for a deeper dive into the 11-year averages of specific 
institutions in relation to total athletics expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy per student-athlete.  
 
Summary. The second research question sought to determine whether or not there were 
differences in total athletics expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy per student-athlete between 
Power 6 institutions and non-Power 6 institutions. Data supported the finding that, on average, 
Power 6 institutions spent more on athletics per student-athlete compared to non-Power 6 
institutions. In fact, Power 6 institutions spent, on average, $63,420 to $99,768 more per year on 
athletics per student-athlete than their non-Power 6 peers. These two figures represented the 
2005 and 2015 differences respectively, meaning that this difference in expenses increased 
drastically from the first year of the study to the last.  
 
In terms of total subsidy per student-athlete, Power 6 institutions had, on average, smaller 
subsidy per student-athlete figures compared to non-Power 6 institutions. Independent samples t-
tests also revealed that not only did Power 6 institutions have a significantly lower average 
subsidy per student-athlete compared to non-Power 6 institutions, but the significant difference 
increased more than two-fold from 2005 to 2015. One of the biggest takeaways was that between 
2005 and 2015, the average subsidy per student-athlete among Power 6 institutions actually 
decreased while the average subsidy per student-athlete figure among non-Power 6 institutions 
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Finally, my research study discovered that Power 6 institutions, on average, had a 
significantly smaller average percent subsidy per student-athlete values than non-Power 6 
institutions for each year of the study. In fact, the average percent subsidy gap between the two 
sets of institutions actually increased from 43% in 2005 to 52% in 2015, meaning that the 
difference in percent subsidy between the two sets of institution actually increased over the 
course of the study. The results of the research regarding the comparisons between Power 6 and 
non-Power 6 institutions showed that Power 6 institutions spent more on athletics per student-
athlete, had lower total subsidy per student-athlete figures and also had smaller percent subsidy 
per student-athlete ratios compared to non-Power 6 institutions. The results of the final research 
question regarding differences in athletics expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy between 
institutions that shifted athletics conferences and those that remained in the same conferences 
were presented next. 
 
Differences between Conference Shifters and non-Shifters 
  
 The final research question related to differences in total athletics expenses, subsidy and 
percent subsidy per student-athlete between those institutions that shifted athletics conferences 
between 2005 and 2015 and those that did not shift during those same years. Any institution that 
did not remain in the same Division 1 (DI) Football Bowl Subdivision (FBS) conference, Power 
6 or non-Power 6, for all 11 years of the study was considered a conference shifter. The previous 
literature surrounding athletics expenses and institutional subsidy within conference shifters 
provided justification for my decision to evaluate and compare differences between conference 
shifters and non-conference shifters in regards to athletics expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy. 
The main difference between this particular research question and the previous two questions 
was that this question only sought to determine the differences between those that shifted 
conferences and those that did not. However, the findings from the previous two research 
questions were used in the discussion to make better sense of some of the findings for this third 
research question.  
 
Mean, median and standard deviation were calculated to determine the values for each set 
of institutions and to determine any annual trends. Independent samples t-tests were run for all 
three variables in order to determine whether or not there were any significant differences in 
averages between conference shifters and non-shifters. Lastly, six scatterplots represented each 
institution’s 11-year averages for total athletics expenses and subsidy, expenses and percent 
subsidy and subsidy and percent subsidy per student-athlete and were created to visualize 
differences between conference shifters and non-shifters and any possible clusters of institutions. 
 
Athletics expenses, shifters vs. non-shifters. In order to determine annual trends and 
differences in total athletics expenses per student-athlete within conference shifters and within 
non-shifters, mean, median and standard deviation were calculated and independent samples t-
tests were run. Table 4.29 below and Figure B4.14 in the appendix provided the average annual 
per student-athlete expenses values among institutions that shifted FBS conferences at some 
point between 2005 and 2015 and those institutions that remained in the same conference for the 
entirety of the study. Figure B4.14 aided with the visualization of trends in expenses per student-
athlete over the course of the study for both shifters and non-shifters. As a whole, non-shifters 
had higher annual per student-athlete expenses averages each year, but the rate of increase 
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appeared somewhat similar between the shifters and non-shifters. It was important to note from 
the previous research question regarding athletics expenses within the Power 6 conferences 
compared to non-Power 6 conferences and which institutions were shifters and non-shifters. As 
mentioned previously, 67 institutions were non-shifters and 41 were shifters at some point during 
the study. Of these 67 non-shifters, 43 were Power 6 schools and only 12 Power 6 schools were 
conference shifters. This helped with the explanation that higher average expenses per student-
athlete figures occurred within the non-shifters compared to shifters as there were nearly four 
times as many Power 6 schools that did not shift conferences compared to those Power 6 schools 
that did shift conferences. 
 
 The conference shifter with the lowest average expenses per student-athlete was Army at 
$26,302, whereas the conference shifter with the highest average expenses per student-athlete 
was the University of Colorado at $168,070. Army shifted out of CUSA after 2005 and became 
independent of any athletics conference within the FBS. The University of Colorado shifted from 
the Big 12 to the Pac 12 after the 2011 year. The non-shifter with the lowest per student-athlete 
expenses average over the course of the study was the University of Louisiana-Monroe at 
$33,702 while the highest average belonged to the University of Texas-Austin at $254,224. The 
lowest per student-athlete expenses averages among both shifters and non-shifters occurred 
















The median per student-athlete expenses figures among conference shifters compared to 
non-shifters were presented in Table 4.30 below and in Figure B4.15 in the appendix. These 
values represented, by year, the middle point in terms of athletics expenses within each set of 
institutions. For instance, in 2015, half of the schools that shifted athletics conference at some 
point during the study reported per student-athlete expenses above $96,158 while half of the non-
shifting schools reported expenses per student-athlete averages above $146,465. The comparison 
of mean expenses to median expenses determined potential outliers within both sets of 
institutions. Figure B4.15 appeared to show a gradual separation over time between the two types 




Year Shifter Non-Shifter 
2005 $61,966 $93,814 
2006 $67,336 $99,412 
2007 $71,555 $105,732 
2008 $74,158 $110,328 
2009 $80,182 $116,829 
2010 $81,250 $118,450 
2011 $83,537 $117,834 
2012 $89,873 $125,770 
2013 $95,029 $130,573 
2014 $97,646 $137,331 
2015 $102,855 $143,707 
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shifters and non-shifters from 2005 to 2015. It was also interesting to note that the median values 
for expenses were larger than the mean values for each year of the study within both shifters and 
non-shifters. This suggested that outliers existed in terms of total athletics expenses per student-
athlete within both sets of institutions. 
 
Table 4.30 
Median total athletics spending per student-athlete, shifters vs. non-shifters 















Table 4.31 below showed the single standard deviation values for total athletics expenses 
per student-athlete for each year of the study within both sets of institutions. For instance, the 
higher the single standard deviation value for any given year, the greater the variation in 
expenses within the group. These findings suggested that there were greater variances in 
expenses per student-athlete among schools that did not shift athletics conferences at any point 
during the study compared to those that did shift conferences. For both sets of institutions, the 
single standard deviation values in 2015 were considerably higher than in 2005, meaning that the 
variances in expenses actually grew from the first to the last year of the study. These findings 
were not surprising since this was the first analysis within this study where Power 6 schools were 















Year Shifter Non-Shifter 
2005 $57,619 $90,636 
2006 $62,483 $95,744 
2007 $69,113 $103,164 
2008 $71,229 $101,484 
2009 $70,460 $109,210 
2010 $72,926 $115,079 
2011 $73,602 $114,047 
2012 $80,972 $122,212 
2013 $82,584 $133,899 
2014 $87,265 $133,468 
2015 $96,158 $146,465 





Variance in average total athletics expenses per student-athlete, shifters vs. non-shifters 
 
Year Shifter Non-Shifter 
2005 $27,683 $43,921 
2006 $30,552 $47,692 
2007 $30,187 $49,623 
2008 $29,550 $54,233 
2009 $31,877 $56,199 
2010 $31,713 $57,130 
2011 $34,945 $55,169 
2012 $36,175 $57,783 
2013 $39,140 $57,117 
2014 $36,747 $62,401 
2015 $41,286 $64,481 
  
The findings from independent samples t-tests that were run to determine whether or not 
there were any significant average differences in expenses per student-athlete within conference 
shifters compared to non-shifters were in Table 4.32 below. Each value represented a significant 
(p<.05) average difference in expenses per student-athlete, per year, of conference shifters 
compared to non-shifters. For instance, in 2015, conference shifters, spent an average of $40,852 
less per student-athlete than non-conference shifters. Results of the t-tests made it possible to 
affirm that conference shifters, on average, spent less on athletics per student-athlete than non-
conference-shifters each year from 2005 to 2015. The range in differential average expenses per 
student-athlete over the course of the study was $31,848 to $40,852, which also represented the 
first and last years of the study.  
 
Table 4.32 
Significant (p<.05) difference in average total athletics expenses per student-athlete, shifters to 
non-shifters 
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 Both conference shifters and non-shifters averaged increased total athletics expenses per 
student-athlete over time between 2005 and 2015. However, conference shifters spent 
significantly less on athletics per student-athlete each year of the study. The average difference 
in expenses also increased between the two sets of institutions over time. Based on previous 
findings that Power 6 institutions spent more on athletics than non-Power 6 institutions and that 
there were four times as many Power 6 schools considered as non-shifters, it came as no surprise 
that athletics expenses per student-athlete were higher among non-shifters compared to shifters. 
The following section provided the results of the evaluation of total athletics subsidy per student-
athlete within conference shifters and non-shifters. 
 
Athletics subsidy, shifters vs. non-shifters. Mean, median and standard deviation for 
total athletics subsidy per student-athlete were calculated for conference shifters as a whole and 
non-shifters as a whole for each year of the study in order to determine whether or not there were 
changes in subsidy over time, but also for the comparison of these values across these two sets of 
institutions. Independent samples t-tests were run to determine whether or not there were any 
significant differences in average total athletics subsidy per student-athlete within conference 
shifters compared to the average of the collective of the non-shifter institutions for each year of 
the study. Lastly, two scatterplots were created for the comparison of the 11-year averages for 
total athletics expenses and subsidy per student-athlete at conference shifter and non-shifter 
institutions. 
 
Mean total athletics subsidy per student-athlete for shifters and non-shifters were 
calculated for each year of the study in order to not only understand how much, on average, each 
set of institutions required some form of subsidy to offset their athletics expenses, but also to 
compare institutional subsidy averages across both sets of institutions. Figure 4.9 below and 
Table A4.3 in the appendix represented the average annual per student-athlete subsidy amount 
between conference shifters and non-shifters. At both sets of institutions, average per student-
athlete subsidy values increased from 2005 to 2015. However, as average subsidy increased 
within the shifters each year from 2010 to 2015, average subsidy for the non-shifters dropped 
between 2010 and 2011 and remained relatively flat from 2011 to 2015.  
 
While the majority of the conference shifters were non-Power 6 schools and the fact that 
non-Power 6 schools had, on average, higher per student-athlete subsidy values compared to 
Power 6 schools, it only made sense that shifters had higher average per student-athlete subsidy 
amounts than non-shifters. Rutgers University helped increase this average among conference 
shifters. Rutgers’11-year per student-athlete subsidy average was $47,381. There were actually 
six conference shifters that had higher 11-year average per student-athlete subsidy values than 
Rutgers University. Those were, ranked from smallest to largest in terms of average per student-
athlete subsidy, the University of Texas-El Paso ($48,331), the University of Central Florida 
($48,554), Middle Tennessee State University ($48,703), Florida International University 
($50,029), Georgia State University ($56,403) and Old Dominion University ($56,583). All of 
these institutions were exclusively in non-Power 6 conferences for the entirety of the study. 
Georgia State University and Old Dominion University shifted from non-FBS into FBS 
conferences during the study. 
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 Regarding non-shifters, the school with the highest 11-year average per student-athlete 
subsidy was the University of Nevada-Las Vegas at $63,816. The school had the highest average 
per student-athlete subsidy within all of FBS, shifter or non-shifter. Seven non-shifters reported 
11-year average per student-athlete subsidy amounts less than $1,000 and all were in Power 6 
conferences. Those schools were, ranging from smallest to largest average subsidy, Louisiana 
State University ($0), Pennsylvania State University ($0), The Ohio State University ($2), the 
University of Michigan ($54), the University of Oklahoma ($129), Purdue University ($164) and 
the University of Kentucky ($821). Only one shifter reported an 11-year average per student-
athlete subsidy under $1,000 and that was Power 6 member the University of Nebraska at $0. 
These various outliers helped explain the higher average subsidy per student-athlete numbers 
within the shifters compared to non-shifters.  
 
 
Figure 4.9 Mean total athletics subsidy per student-athlete, shifters vs. non-shifters 
  
Independent samples t-tests regarding average subsidy per student-athlete between 
shifters and non-shifters revealed that conference shifters had, on average, significantly (p<.05) 
higher average per student-athlete subsidy amounts compared to non-shifters. The results of the 
t-tests were provided below in Table 4.33 and each value was significant (p<.05). The value in 
the cell represented the average difference in per student-athlete subsidy at shifters in relation to 
non-shifters. Not only did conference shifters report higher average per student-athlete subsidy 
amounts for each year of the study compared to non-shifters, the annual averages actually 
increased each year from 2010 to 2015 and increased by approximately $12,500 between 2005 
and 2015. T-tests results revealed that conference shifters, on average, for each year of the study, 
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Significant (p<.05) difference in average total athletics subsidy per student-athlete at shifters 
compared to non-shifters 
 
Year Shifter to Non-Shifter 
2005 $7,277  
2006 $8,595  
2007 $7,923  
2008 $10,041  
2009 $12,595  
2010 $11,359  
2011 $14,715  
2012 $16,897  
2013 $18,311  
2014 $19,337  
2015 $19,796  
  
The scatterplots in Figure 4.10 and Figure 4.11 below showed the 11-year average total 
athletics expenses/subsidy per student-athlete for each conference shifter compared to each non-
shifter. One noticeable difference between the two scatterplots was the large percentage of non-
shifters that had 11-year averages for total athletics expenses per student-athlete above $100,000 
and under $20,000 in total subsidy per student-athlete compared to conference shifters. 
 
 



















Figure 4.11 Total athletics expenses per student-athlete, 11-year average for non-shifters 
 
 Figure 4.12 below and Table A4.4 in the appendix showed the annual median subsidy per 
student-athlete values within shifters and non-shifters as well as annual trends. These values 
represented the middle points within each group of institutions. For instance, in 2015, half of the 
conference shifters reported per student-athlete total subsidy amounts above $40,432 compared 
to $12,080 within non-conference shifters. The line graph for median subsidy per student-athlete 
at conference shifters looked very similar to the corresponding mean line graph in Figure 4.11, 
but the median line graph for non-shifters had a very different shape than the mean for subsidy 
per student-athlete at non-shifters. Also, the median values were much smaller than the mean 
values for subsidy per student-athlete at non-shifters. This suggested that there were outliers on 
the high end of average subsidy which resulted in a higher average and lower middle point for 
athletics subsidy within non-shifters. 
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The single standard deviation from the mean values for subsidy per student-athlete at 
shifters and non-shifters for each year of the study was presented below in Table 4.34. The 
higher the value, the greater the variance in subsidy per student-athlete within these two groups 
of institutions. With an exception of one year, the single standard deviation for per student-
athlete subsidy was higher within the non-shifters compared to the shifters. This can be 
explained by the very low subsidy per student-athlete values reported at some of the Power 6 
non-shifters compared to other non-shifters that had very high subsidy amounts. The year and 
group with the highest single standard deviation value was 2013 within the non-shifters at 
$20,434. Within that group for 2013, total subsidy per student-athlete values ranged from $0 at 
10 non-shifters, to $106,340 at the University of Nevada-Las Vegas with an average subsidy of 
$19,678. Only Western Michigan University had a per-student subsidy over $60,000 other than 
the University of Nevada-Las Vegas in 2013 among non-shifters, which aided with the 




Variance in average total athletics subsidy per student-athlete, shifters vs. non-shifters 
 
Year Shifter Non-Shifter 
2005 $11,328 $12,476 
2006 $12,508 $13,493 
2007 $11,583 $13,838 
2008 $13,140 $14,551 
2009 $15,382 $14,747 
2010 $15,130 $18,450 
2011 $16,443 $18,159 
2012 $16,146 $19,373 
2013 $19,013 $20,434 
2014 $18,256 $19,035 
2015 $17,597 $19,862 
 
 Average total athletics subsidy per student-athlete increased steadily and comparably 
from 2005 to 2010 within both shifters and non-shifters. After 2010, however, non-shifters 
witnessed a levelling off in terms of subsidy whereas shifters witnessed a consistent increase in 
average subsidy through the end of the study. Shifters had significantly higher average subsidy 
values than non-shifters for each year of the study and that difference actually grew each year 
from 2010 through 2015. The differences in average total athletics subsidy per student-athlete at 
shifters compared to non-shifters can also be explained by the fact that the vast majority of 
Power 6 institutions were non-shifters. Power 6 institutions, minus a few exceptions, had lower 
average subsidy per student-athlete values compared to non-Power 6 institutions. The final 
component of this third research question, percent subsidy, was evaluated and the results were 
presented in the following section. 
 
Percent subsidy, shifters and non-shifters. The determination of whether or not there 
were differences in percent subsidy per student-athlete at conference shifters compared to non-
shifters was the final evaluation undertaken. The average percent subsidy figure for each set of 
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institutions for each year of the study was calculated in order to determine the ratio of total 
athletics expenses per student-athlete that were covered by total athletics subsidy per student-
athlete, to determine whether these ratios increased or decreased over time and to determine 
whether or not there were differences in the ratios between conference shifters and non-shifters 
collectively. Four scatterplots were provided showing the 11-year average total athletics 
expenses and percent subsidy ratio and subsidy and percent subsidy ratio per student-athlete 
within conference shifters and non-shifters. 
 
 Table 4.35 below and Figure B4.16 in the appendix showed annual trends in average 
percent subsidy among conference shifters and non-conference shifters. It was important to note 
the difference in calculations used for the table and graph below compared to the independent 
samples t-tests that were run to determine whether or not there were any significant differences 
in percent subsidy at conference shifters compared to non-shifters. For mean percent subsidy, the 
calculation was mean total subsidy per student-athlete divided by mean total athletics expenses 
per student-athlete for each year of the study and within both sets of institutions. For the 
independent samples t-tests, the average of all shifter and non-shifter institutions’ individual 
percent subsidy values per year was used to determine any significance in the findings. 
 
 The average percent subsidy ranged from 36-40% within the 41 shifters as a whole 
compared to an average percent subsidy range of 14-17% among the 67 non-shifters. The mean 
percent subsidy ratio was only one percentage point higher in 2015 compared to 2005 among 
conference shifters, while this ratio was three percentage points lower in 2015 compared to 2005 
among non-shifters. This can be attributed to higher levels of athletics expenses and lower levels 
of athletics subsidy per student-athlete among Power 6 institutions compared to non-Power 6 
institutions and the fact that there were four times as many Power 6 institutions that were non-
shifters compared to shifters.  
 
Table 4.35 
















The more telling information came from the results of the independent samples t-tests 
shown in Table 4.36 below. Only significant (p<.05) differences were shown and each 
Year Shifter Non-Shifter 
2005 37% 17% 
2006 38% 17% 
2007 36% 17% 
2008 38% 17% 
2009 40% 17% 
2010 39% 17% 
2011 40% 16% 
2012 40% 15% 
2013 40% 15% 
2014 40% 14% 
2015 38% 14% 
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percentage represented the average percent subsidy difference at shifters compared to non-
shifters. These values represented percentage point differences in percent subsidy between 
shifters and non-shifters, not an actual percentage difference. For instance, in 2013, the average 
percent subsidy among conference shifters was 22 percentage points higher than the average 
percent subsidy of non-conference shifters. The range of significant percent subsidy differences 
was 17-22% between 2009 and 2015, which also represented the percentage point differences in 
2009 and 2015 respectively. These t-tests suggested that, on average, conference shifters had a 




Significant (p<.05) differences in average percent subsidy per student-athlete, shifters vs.       
non-shifters 
 
Year Shifter to Non-Shifter 
2005  N/A 
2006  N/A 
2007  N/A 









Scatterplots in Figure 4.13 and Figure 4.14 below showed the relationship between the 
11-year averages for total athletics expenses per student-athlete and the 11-year averages for 
percent subsidy per student-athlete at each institution within the categories of shifters and non-
shifters. These scatterplots aided with the identification of possible clusters of institutions and 
helped identify specific outliers in regard to these two specific categories. The institutions that 
shifted conferences did not show the same level of clustering compared to the non-shifter 
institutions. One cluster of three shifter institituions appeared near the $150,000 expenses/0 
percent subsidy intersection, but the majority of institutions appeared to be between $50,000-
$100,000 expenses/40-80 percent subsidy per student-athlete range. The scatterplot for non-
shifter institutions showed two distinct groupings of instiutions, those between $100,000-
$200,000 in expenses/0-10 percent subsidy and between $50,000-$100,000 in expenses/30-80 
percent subsidy, which also reflected the differences in expenses and percent subsidy between 
Power 6 and non-Power 6 institutions.   








Figure 4.14 Total athletics expenses and percent subsidy per student-athlete, 11-year average for 
non-shifters 
 
Scatterplots below in Figure 4.15 and Figure 4.16 showed the relationship between the 
11-year average in subsidy per student-athlete and average percent subsidy at each institution 
within the two groups of shifters and non-shifters. These scatterplots appeared to show a much 
clearer relationship between these two variables with a large cluster having occurred within the 
non-shifter institutions. Both scatterplots appeared to show that as average subsidy per student-
athlete increased, so too did average percent subsidy. Even though expenses and subsidy were 
the two variables in the equation to determine percent subsidy, the amount in subsidy appeared to 
have driven the average percent subsidy moreso than average expenses as evident in Figure 4.15 
and Figure 4.16. The most visible cluster within these two groups appeared within Power 6 


















































Figure 4.16 Total athletics subsidy and percent subsidy per student-athlete, 11-year average for 
non-shifters 
 
Findings from the investigation into the difference in percent subsidy between conference 
shifters and non-shifters suggested that percent subsidy remained rather flat and only increased 
by one percentage point within shifters from 2005 to 2015. However, non-shifters experienced a 
decrease in percent subsidy of three percentage points between 2005 and 2015. It was also 
discovered that from 2009 to 2015, conference shifters had a significantly higher average percent 
subsidy ratio compared to non-shifters and this difference actually increased over time. The fact 
that the majority of non-shifters were members of Power 6 conferences, and having discovered 
that Power 6 institutions had a significantly smaller percent subsidy ratio compared to non-
Power 6 institutions, helped with the explanation of these significant differences between shifters 
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Summary. This third research question also sought to determine differences and trends 
in total athletics expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy per student-athlete within conference 
shifters and non-shifters. Both conference shifters and non-shifters averaged increased total 
athletics expenses per student-athlete over time between 2005 and 2015. However, conference 
shifters spent significantly less on athletics per student-athlete each year of the study. This 
difference in expenses also grew between the two sets of institutions over time.  
 
Average total athletics subsidy per student-athlete increased steadily and comparably 
from 2005 to 2010 within both shifters and non-shifters. After 2010, however, non-shifters 
witnessed a levelling off in terms of subsidy whereas shifters demonstrated a consistent increase 
in average subsidy through the end of the study. Shifters had significantly higher average subsidy 
values than non-shifters for each year of the study and that difference grew each year from 2010 
through 2015. My findings also suggested that conference shifters, on average, had a 
significantly higher percent subsidy than non-shifters from 2009 to 2015. In fact, that difference 
in average percent subsidy increased from 17% to 22% over those seven years. These findings 
suggested that between 2009 and 2015, conference shifters had a significantly higher average 





 This research sought to determine whether or not there were any differences in total 
athletics expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy per student-athlete between the individual 
Division 1 (DI) Football Bowl Subdivision (FBS) Power 6 and non-Power 6 conferences, 
between Power 6 institutions and non-Power 6 institutions as a whole and between conference 
shifters and non-shifters as a whole. The results of the various calculations and independent 
samples t-tests suggested that there were significant difference in expenses, subsidy and percent 
subsidy between both Power 6 and non-Power 6 conferences, between Power 6 institutions as a 
whole compared to non-Power 6 institutions as a whole and between conference shifters 
compared to non-shifters. The main takeaways from these findings were that there were 
differences in expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy within both Power 6 and non-Power 6 
conferences, that Power 6 institutions as a whole spent more and had smaller subsidy and percent 
subsidy ratios per student-athlete than non-Power 6 institutions, and conference shifters as a 


















RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION 
 
 The research I conducted revealed the trends and 11-year averages in total athletics 
expenses, total institutional subsidy and the percentage of total athletics expenses covered by 
total institutional subsidy at individual institutions and within athletics conferences that 
participated in NCAA Division 1 (DI) football between 2005 and 2015. The ratio of expenses 
covered by subsidy was a variable I created and called percent subsidy. This research also 
compared findings between the Power 6 conferences, between the non-Power 6 conferences, 
between the Power 6 institutions as a whole compared to non-Power 6 institutions as a whole and 
between DI athletics conference shifters as a whole compared to DI non-conference shifters as a 
whole. The results of this research study should be used by a wide range of users in practice and 
additional research regarding college athletics needs to continue to be undertaken. Various 
practical uses of this research and projected areas for future research were described below. 
 
Recommendations for Practice 
 
 The results generated from my study can be used by a very broad group of users and 
decision makers within higher education. This research was conducted with the intended use by 
university presidents, regents, faculty senates, finance officers, athletics directors and other 
university decision makers. Another group of users who would benefit from this study are 
administrators at institutions considering shifting into or out of these conferences. This study 
should also promote discussions concerning the role of college athletics on individual campuses. 
The intention was that these particular campus constituents will use this information in order to 
make not only the best financial decisions for their respective campuses, but to also make sound 
financial decisions that will help sustain the future of higher education in general. As discussed 
previously, the impact that increases in institutional subsidy amounts for athletics might have on 
current and future students and/or on academic departments within the institutions need to be 
considered by these various college and university decision-makers.   
 
The purpose of the study was not to merely identify the inflation-adjusted annual values 
for total athletics expenses and total institutional subsidy per student-athlete, but to aid in 
understanding trends in these areas at individual universities, within each DI FBS conference, 
within Power 6 institutions compared to non-Power 6 institutions and within conference shifters 
compared to non-shifters. The findings from this research related to these three research 
questions suggested that athletics expenses and institutional subsidy are not the same at all DI 
FBS institutions and that athletics expenses were on the rise despite having controlled for 
inflation. Not all conferences experienced the same levels of athletics expenses and not all 
conferences experienced the same levels of institutional subsidy required to offset these 
increased costs of college athletics programs.  
 
Another goal of this research was to create the percent subsidy variable to understand just 
how much proportionally a university’s athletics expenses were not covered by the revenue its 
athletics department generated. Once again, this percent subsidy varied between athletics 
conferences and varied significantly between both Power 6 and non-Power 6 institutions and 
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between conference shifters and non-conference shifters. For instance, the findings suggested 
that institutions within the Power 6 conferences had significantly smaller percent subsidy per 
student-athlete values compared to non-Power 6 institutions. Knowing this information could 
prove useful to university administrators considering conference affiliation, to prospective 
students applying for admission and to prospective employees applying for positions at different 
institutions. Individual athletics conference administrators within the Power 6 or non-Power 6 
could also use this knowledge about difference in percent subsidy to make decisions regarding 
decreasing athletics expenses and/or finding creative ways to generate more revenue from 
athletics to decrease the financial strain athletics may cause universities. The conference 
administrators could also use this information to make decisions regarding conference expansion 
and which institutions should be invited to join. Both the conference as a whole and the 
individual institution(s) seeking to join the conference must agree to terms of this potential new 
partnership. 
 
 The hope was that university decision makers will use these findings to examine the 
current financial state of their athletics programs, as well as to make sound financial decisions 
moving forward. Administrators can and should use these findings regarding athletics expenses, 
subsidy and percent subsidy to make decisions about how much they pay their athletics coaches 
and athletics administrators, whether or not to send their men’s basketball team to the Bahamas 
(Avalon, 2018) or Hawaii (D’Andrea, 2017) for pre-season basketball tournaments or whether or 
not to update their athletics facilities that may not actually need updating. Maybe these decision-
makers opt not to use $25 million to build a new lazy river on campus (Hobson, 2017) or opt not 
to spend $55 million to update an athletics complex with a miniature golf course, a movie theatre 
and bowling lanes (Hobson & Rich, 2015a). These institutions are aware of their athletics 
spending figures and how much they need in terms of institutional subsidy to offset these costs. 
The findings from this study may, at the very least, start conversations within the NCAA and/or 
individual institutions regarding these financial trends over the past 11 years. 
 
At no point was the intention of this research to instruct universities what they should be 
doing regarding athletics, but to have more in-depth financial information about trends within 
their own conference, trends within the Power 6 or non-Power 6 conferences and trends between 
universities who have either shifted or not shifted athletics conferences during these 11 years. 
Even though I believe that college athletics spending across DI FBS institutions is too high and 
needs to be curbed even at institutions with little to no needed subsidy, it is up to the reader to 
use this information to make the necessary decisions to lead their respective universities in the 
right direction. That right direction is not the same decision at any two universities and, 
according to the results of the study, may be vastly different across conference lines and even 
within the same conference. Some decisions that may need to be made regarding athletics 
include, but are not limited to, the number of sports teams and programs sponsored (including 
program elimination), travel schedules, recruiting efforts, athletics coaching and administrator 
salaries, buildings and renovations, media contracts, fundraising/development and other potential 
revenue streams. 
 
 The recommendation to individual university decisions makers, and even conferences as 
a whole, is to use this information during discussions about their own athletics spending habits, 
which result in needed subsidy amounts to offset the costs for college athletics. Many of the 
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institutions that were outliers in terms of expenses, subsidy and/or percent subsidy were 
identified in the findings of the research not because of a personal bias, but to identify specific 
institutions at both ends of the spectrum for these specific categories. The annual total athletics 
expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy per student-athlete values for each conference shifter were 
provided in various tables to see how, if at all, these values changed as a result of shifting 
athletics conferences. Hopefully, institutions considering their athletics conference status will 
evaluate these findings to determine whether or not shifting athletics conferences should be a 
consideration. 
 
 It is recommended that prospective students, staff and faculty consider these findings as 
well as the individuals on university campuses. The results of this study should be able to paint a 
picture to prospective students and employees about the culture and priorities of the institutions 
included in this study and how much these athletics departments must rely on the college or 
university to pay for their athletics programs. A prospective student might use the findings 
regarding institutional subsidy to understand that he or she might incur increases in student fees 
each year while in attendance if institutional subsidy amounts continue to increase. Prospective 
faculty and staff can use these findings to determine whether or not they should accept positions 
at those institutions that have consistently increased both athletics expenses and the institutional 
subsidy needed to offset those expenses. As mentioned previously regarding athletics spending, 
the needed subsidy to offset these expenses is what prospective students and employees should 
notice. Students and employees are impacted by this needed subsidy in the forms of student fees 
and/or cost savings measures like layoffs, deficient university technologies, outdated classrooms, 
hiring freezes, and/or not receiving raises to help offset costs of living increases. These areas are 
also of concern for university decision makers and should be taken into consideration when 
discussing the financial state of their respective athletics programs.  
 
Recommendations for Further Research 
 
 The Knight Commission database was rich with data and included much more than just 
annual athletics expenses and subsidy information. The database broke down the category of 
total athletics expenses categories such as total athletics scholarships, football and non-football 
coaching salaries and football only expenses. The database also included the annual financial 
data about the entire university such as total academic and instructional expenses per full-time 
enrolled student. Even if a future researcher only used the Knight Commission’s database, one 
could compare athletics expenses to academic and/or instructional expenses, and football 
expenses compared to non-football expenses. Further research could remove scholarship 
expenses from the equation to compare athletics expenses minus scholarship expenses across 
various universities. Since financial transfers from athletics back to the university were not 
included in total athletics expenses per student-athlete (Knight Commission, n.d.a), it might 
prove useful for future research to evaluate and compare these transfer back amounts. As 
mentioned previously in the limitations section of my paper, if a future researcher could gain 
access to the financial data from the private universities and those few exempt public 
universities, it would be very interesting to see those per student-athlete total expenses, subsidy 
and percent subsidy values and how their respective conferences were affected by those 
particular universities. Another opportunity for future research, also mentioned previously in the 
limitations section of my paper, could separate out the different levels of conference shifters by 
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evaluating expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy at institutions that shifted across Power 6 
conferences, across non-Power 6 conferences and between Power 6 and non-Power 6 
conferences.  
 
 Two additional future research opportunities include tying my research into athletics 
performance outcome metrics like wins and losses, postseason appearances and conference 
championships to see how, if at all, athletics expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy impact or are 
impacted by these various athletics-related performance outcomes. One interesting yet practical 
research question could be How much do DI FBS universities spend on football coaching 
salaries per football win? Another future research suggestion would be to replicate this study for 
2016 through 2026 to compare these past 11 years with the next 11 years to see how total 
athletics expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy per student-athlete have changed, if at all, over a 
22-year period. This would also allow for future research to include the financial effects of 
increasing the full scholarship-receiving student-athletes’ stipends to cover the full cost of 
attendance, which would increase athletics expenses per student-athlete. It would be interesting 
to see which schools opted to increase these stipends to cover the full cost of attendance and if 
there were any noticeable increases in total athletics expenses, subsidy or percent subsidy per 
student-athlete between the years in which institutions decided to increase the stipends for their 




 College athletics play a major role within the landscape of higher education not only in 
terms of fandom, but also in terms of costs (Orszag & Israel, 2009). Unless an athletics 
department generates enough revenue to cover its costs, the athletics department requires some 
form of subsidy to help pay for various athletics-related expenses like coaching salaries, travel, 
recruiting, and athletics scholarships to name a few. The majority of Division 1 (DI) Football 
Subdivision (FBS) institutions require some form of subsidy to offset the costs of running their 
athletics programs and these subsidy amounts vary greatly among institutions (USA Today, 
2016). Between 2005 and 2015, a number of institutions shifted athletics conferences which 
ultimately resulted in the disbandment of the Big East Conference and the Western Athletic 
Conference, as well as the creation of the American Athletic conference in 2014. To the non-
college sports enthusiast, which athletics conference a school participates in may not move the 
needle in terms of importance, but these conference-affiliation decisions can impact not only the 
individual institution changing conferences, but they can impact the institutions in the original 
conference and the newly joined conference or even entire groups of conferences.  
 
 This research study, using the 2005-2015 annual financial data of over 100 DI FBS 
universities’ athletics departments, sought to determine whether there were any differences in 
total athletics expenses, subsidy and percent subsidy per student-athlete across a variety of 
groups: individual Power 6 and non-Power 6 conferences, Power 6 and non-Power 6 institutions 
as a whole and conference shifters and non-shifters as a whole. I created and evaluated a new 
variable, percent subsidy per student-athlete, which reflected the amount of total athletics 
expenses covered by institutional subsidy for each university involved in the study. The results 
of the research revealed that there were significant differences in total athletics expenses, subsidy 
and percent subsidy per student-athlete between the individual conferences within Power 6 
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conferences and within non-Power 6 conferences, within the Power 6 institutions as a whole 
compared to the non-Power 6 institutions and within conference shifters compared to non-
shifters. Specifically, non-Power 6 institutions and institutions that shifted athletics conferences 
had lower annual average total expenses per student-athlete, but higher annual average total 
subsidy and percent subsidy per student-athlete compared to Power 6 institutions and non-shifter 
institutions respectively.  
 
 This particular study and its corresponding results attempted to fill in the gaps from 
previous research especially since the financial data analyzed was from the 2005 through 2015 
fiscal years. Though the study was not without limitations, the findings have practical 
implications not only with individual campus decisions-makers at the macro level, but also on 
the micro level with prospective students and employees. The intention of this study was to spark 
additional conversations regarding college athletics expenses, especially through the lens of 
athletics conference shifts.  
    
 College athletics play a major role in higher education within the United States. 
However, participation in the highest levels of college athletics comes at a cost. The costs 
associated with college athletics are on the rise and the majority of universities participating at 
the highest level of college athletics must subsidize these expenses since their athletics programs 
fail to generate enough in revenue to offset the expenses. Unfortunately, this subsidy comes in 
the form of student fees and/or from other university funds and even the university’s state 
government. These increases in athletics expenses and the amounts of institutional subsidy create 
added burdens on students, universities and states, which have far-reaching effects that need to 




























Power 6 conference membership totals with available data per year 
 
Year ACC Big 10 Big 12 Big East Pac 12 SEC 
2005 8/11 10/11 11/12 3/7 8/10 11/12 
2006 8/12 10/11 11/12 6/8 8/10 11/12 
2007 8/12 10/11 11/12 6/8 8/10 11/12 
2008 8/12 10/11 11/12 6/8 8/10 11/12 
2009 8/12 10/11 11/12 6/8 8/10 11/12 
2010 8/12 10/11 11/12 6/8 8/10 11/12 
2011 8/12 10/11 11/12 6/8 8/10 11/12 
2012 8/12 11/12 9/10 6/8 10/12 11/12 
2013 8/12 11/12 8/10 5/8 10/12 13/14 
2014 8/14 11/12 8/10  10/12 13/14 
2015 8/14 13/14 8/10  10/12 13/14 
 
Table A3.2 
Non-Power 6 conference membership totals with available data per year 
 
Year AAC CUSA MAC MW Sun Belt WAC 
2005  9/11 14/14 7/8 9/9 8/10 
2006  8/12 12/12 7/9 8/8 9/9 
2007  8/12 12/12 7/9 8/8 9/9 
2008  8/12 12/13 7/9 8/8 9/9 
2009  8/12 12/13 7/9 8/8 9/9 
2010  8/12 12/13 7/9 9/9 9/9 
2011  8/12 12/13 7/9 9/9 9/9 
2012  8/12 12/13 7/8 9/9 8/8 
2013  8/12 13/13 10/10 10/10 7/7 
2014 8/10 12/14 13/13 12/12 8/8  


















Power 6 vs. non-Power 6 membership totals with available data per year 
 
Year Power 6 Non-Power 6 
2005 51/63 47/52 
2006 54/65 44/50 
2007 54/65 44/50 
2008 54/65 44/51 
2009 54/65 44/51 
2010 54/65 45/52 
2011 54/65 45/52 
2012 55/66 44/50 
2013 55/68 48/52 
2014 50/62 53/57 
2015 52/64 55/60 
 
Table A4.1 












Year Power 6 Non-Power 6 
2005 $8,783 $26,220 
2006 $11,126 $28,778 
2007 $11,359 $29,994 
2008 $11,354 $32,653 
2009 $12,288 $34,877 
2010 $11,883 $37,231 
2011 $10,759 $38,022 
2012 $11,190 $40,827 
2013 $11,053 $43,507 
2014 $7,649 $44,165 
2015 $8,353 $44,766 




Median total athletics subsidy per student-athlete, Power 6 vs. non-Power 6 
 
Year Power 6 Non Power 6 
2005 $7,436 $26,907 
2006 $8,024 $28,572 
2007 $9,182 $31,244 
2008 $9,853 $32,258 
2009 $11,253 $33,553 
2010 $9,225 $35,485 
2011 $7,021 $38,620 
2012 $7,589 $39,572 
2013 $6,043 $41,631 
2014 $5,001 $44,703 
2015 $4,803 $45,237 
 
Table A4.3 
























Year Shifter Non-Shifter 
2005 $22,842 $15,565 
2006 $25,433 $16,838 
2007 $25,796 $17,873 
2008 $28,417 $18,376 
2009 $31,908 $19,313 
2010 $31,704 $20,345 
2011 $33,620 $18,905 
2012 $36,242 $19,345 
2013 $37,989 $19,678 
2014 $38,691 $19,354 
2015 $39,227 $19,431 


































Year Shifter Non-Shifter 
2005 $24,276 $11,612 
2006 $26,295 $13,028 
2007 $25,882 $13,894 
2008 $27,663 $13,546 
2009 $31,222 $16,162 
2010 $29,932 $14,225 
2011 $34,057 $11,741 
2012 $37,602 $12,886 
2013 $38,558 $12,135 
2014 $40,987 $11,025 
2015 $40,432 $12,080 





Figure B4.1 Mean total athletics expenses per student-athlete, Power 6 conferences 
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Figure B4.3 Mean total athletics expenses per student-athlete, non-Power 6 conferences 
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Figure B4.5 Mean total athletics subsidy per student-athlete, Power 6 conferences 
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Figure B4.7 Mean total athletics subsidy per student-athlete, non-Power 6 conferences 
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Figure B4.9 Mean percent subsidy per student-athlete, Power 6 conferences 
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Figure B4.11 Mean total athletics expenses per student-athlete, Power 6 vs. non-Power 6 
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Figure B4.13 Mean percent subsidy per student-athlete, Power 6 vs. non-Power 6 
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Table B4.15 Median total athletics expenses per student-athlete, shifters vs. non-shifters 
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